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S U M M A R Y
This work had two objects. The first was to 
determine the numerical importance of various factors 
affecting attendance in the Church of England. The 
second was to analyse the results in a way which would 
be helpful in all types of pastoral planning.
The main factors investigated are age, social 
class, distance travelled to church, stewardship, the 
number of full-time workers in, and the population of, 
a parish. Other factors, which were not, or could not, 
be analysed, were also reviewed.
Because the literature on the subject is very 
limited - perhaps half a dozen basic items - the author 
had to rely largely on his sample of 299 one-church 
parishes in the Greater London Area. The results were 
not as precise as the author had hopedi the reason for 
this would appear to be the inevitable omission of 
semi- or non-guantifiable parameters.
In order to help the various committees and others 
involved in pastoral planning and reorganisation, two 
sections on estimating the optimum size of a proposed 
church, and its cost, have been included.
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I N T R O D U C T I 0 N
The questions discussed in this thesis are 1What are 
the various factors affecting church attendance in the 
Church of England and how important are they?!
With a shortage of clergyand money, it is essential 
that the Church uses her resources wisely in her work 
of encouraging the faithful and strengthening the faint­
hearted.
A knowledge of the factors affecting church attendance,
and their relative importance, should help pastoral
planning in several fields, such as
(i) better allocation of clergy;
(ii) assessing the consequences of declaring a church 
to be redundant;
(iii) predicting the best size of a proposed church.
Often such knowledge will make it harder, not easier, 
to come to the right decision, because the issues and 
results become more clear-cut. Three examples are given.*
1. Consider two parishes, both having 7000 people.
One is mainly upper and upper middle class? the other is 
an industrial parish. Suppose only one of the two can be 
given a curate. If the upper class parish gets the 
curate, then almost certainly there will be a significant
* The reasoning behind these examples will be found later in 
this work.
increase in attendance? also such a parish will 
probably be able to pay for the curate. If, on the 
other hand, the curate goes to the working class parish, 
it would be surprising if there were any appreciable 
increase in attendance. Which parish should get the 
curate? Here the spiritual, pastoral outlook conflicts 
with the secular, which tends to think only in '"terms of 
numbers and cost.
2. Few people realise that, as far as attendance is 
concerned, those people in the parish who live more than 
about half a mile from the church can virtually be 
ignored. This means that a church might reasonably be 
considered superfluous if there are two or more churches 
which are less than three-quarters of a mile or so away 
from it. This emphasises the vital importance of the 
effective catchment area of a church which is about one 
kilometre (5/8 mile). This.concept of effective catchment 
area is assumed to apply to proposed churches.
3. For a proposed church it is very desirable to get a 
reliable estimate of the optimum size. If, for example, 
one calculates that the best size of the--new church is 
200 seats, as opposed to 250 as estimated by experience, 
the saving in cost would be, at June 1976 prices,nearly 
£17000 (£56800-40000). In addition the saving in heating 
and maintenance would be considerable. But most 
important of all is the pastoral aspect. If a church be
too large, then even at the best attended service on an 
ordinary Sunday, it will feel depressingly empty.
This work began as an academic investigation. But it 
did not become a full-scale project for some years.
About 1964 the author had the good fortune to become a 
member of the Guildford Diocesan Pastoral Committee.
There almost every conceivable problem about pastoral 
reorganisation was discussed. At that time there were 
virtually no figures to help the committee and decisions 
had to be based on experience which, incidentally, often 
produced a good answer. Even so it was clear that much 
more information and a more scientific approach was 
needed.
Therefore the aim of this work was to collect, analyse 
and extend our knowledge of the whole subject. One 
important way by which it was hoped that certain factors 
affecting church attendance would be quantified was by 
using a sample of 299 parishes.
The principal factors discussed are:
Age
Social Class
The size (area) of a parish and the distance 
travelled to church
The number of full-time workers in, and the 
population of, the parish f
The influence of a stewardship campaign
Various other factors, some of which are either 
in practice or in principle unquantifiable.
The dependent variables used to assess church attendance 
are:
Number of Easter Communicant's 
Number of Christmas Communicants 
average Sunday /Attendance.
The above are covered by Sections 2-7. Section 8 deals
with the estimation of the best size of a proposed church
together with an analysis of the various meanings of the
word. at tendance85.
Section 9 gives the probable cost of a new church.
Because of the paucity of information on the subject,
the author has had to rely very heavily on a few
publications. Hence there are many references to them.
Therefore in the text normally only a brief title is
quoted, together with the page number. This procedure
saves a very large number of entries in the List of
References. The short titles used are:
Rotherham Dodd, P. (ed). (15).*.
Southwark Miskin, A.B. (31)*
Preston Mercer, A. et al. (30)
Paul Paul, Leslie (41)
Year Book Church of England Year Books (11)
Facts and Figures Facts and Figures about the Church
of England (17)
* As copies of the Rotherham and Southwark Reports are very scarce, 
the figures from them are given in much greater detail than would 
otherwise be naoassary.
Census material published or supplied by the
Office of Population Censuses and 
Surveys (8).
At present most people in this country are not really 
at home with metric units. So, in this work, in most 
cases distances and areas are quoted in both Imperial and 
metric units. Thus, for example, the ordinary person 
cannot easily visualise a distance of 1200 metres, whereas 
three quarters of a mile has a real meaning.
Following Medawar1s remarks as expressed in his now 
classic article "Is the Scientific Paper a Fraud?,s (29), 
this thesis has been deliberately written up as a case 
history, i.e. a record of how the ideas and work developed. 
This is the opposite of the ndbad-pan didactic”.style by 
which, as Watkins says (54), you bully the reader into 
accepting your conclusions. By using the more open 
(and truthful) approach, this work should not only be 
more helpful to other workers in this fascinating field, 
but also easier to understand and apply.
6H I S T O R I C A L
On 15th December 1961 the Church of England Newspaper 
published a letter by the author in which he queried a 
coramonly held assumption that church attendance was 
primarily dependent on the population of the parish.
Using the 1956 Diocesan mean values (from Facts and 
Figures No.l), a chi squared test showed that the number 
of Easter Communicants was not significantly dependent on 
the population per full-time worker (see Paul, p.267), 
Subsequent work done for the Paul Report in 1963 suggested 
very strongly that the population of the parish had very 
little influence on attendance, whereas the number of 
workers was the dominant factor. (See Paul, pp.139 and 
268; also Miskin (32)). Linton's, paper on the Swedish 
Statistics (24) confirmed this view.
In August 1964 the Rotherham Report was published, 
this appears to foe the very first survey which gave the 
actual number of churchgoers in each of several age and 
.social class groups. In addition, full figures were 
given, also for each church, of the distance travelled to 
church. About the only important factor not included in 
the survey was the number of workers in each parish. 
Although based on only fourteen churches and perhaps now 
.somewhat out of date (especially with reference to age), 
it is well worth studying.
Inspired by Rotherham in 1965 the author made the 
survey of Southwark and Newington Deanery . T h i s  was 
mainly concerned with the distance travelled to church.
It was done so as to help the Diocese of Southwark 
decide which churches in the Deanery should be made 
redundant. (There were thirteen churches in an area of 
less than two square miles.)*
There the matter rested for a while. It became 
increasingly clear that the only reliable way of 
assessing or estimating church attendance was to include, 
as parameters, terms involving the age and social class 
distribution of the people in each separate parish.
At that time (1966) there seemed to be no practicable 
vray of getting them. Then, in 1968, the Department of 
Religious Sociology of the Diocese of Southwark bought a 
complete set of the 1966 Sample Census Ward sheets for 
the whole of the Greater London Council Administrative 
Area. (Figure A-9 is a copy of one of these sheets.)
The Director of the Department kindly offered to lend me 
such sheets as were required for this research. Because 
of this, the author was able to use a sample of 299 
parishes to ascertain the influence of age, social class 
etc. on church attendance. Without them this work could 
never have been undertaken.
* It was not until the Pastoral Measure 1968 became law that the 
Diocese could act. Until then the procedural difficulties in 
declaring a church redundant were nearly insurmountable.
Even so, the difficulties were not yet at an end.
The author was too old to be eligible for a research 
grant from the Social Science Research Council or 
similar bodies. So the work had to be done as cheaply 
as possible, but in 1868 the cost of commercial 
computer time was prohibitive. The answer vras found by 
becoming a part-time postgraduate research student at 
the University of Surrey. The fees included not only 
free computer time, but also a great deal of expert 
advice and guidance. This help was especially necessary 
on the statistical side. Although the author used to 
be at home with least squares, he makes no pretence of 
being a statistician.
Before starting on the analysis of the influence of 
age on church attendance and hence what age classes 
should be used as parameters, one point needs to be 
made clear. h
The size of the sample (299 parishes) imposes severe 
3-imitations on the number of parameters which could be 
included in the model. It was therefore necessary to 
keep a careful watch on the number of degrees of 
freedom. Otherwise the model might be unstable and 
liable to produce unreliable answers.
A rough and ready rule was used: the number of
independent variables should not exceed the square root 
of the number of cases in the sample.-* The square root 
of 299 is 17. 3 so the limit was'. 17 or 18. This is a 
severe restriction. Thus, if one decided to have four 
age groups and four social class groups this meant 
sixteen socio-’age groups (parameters) . In consequence 
at most only two were left for other variables such as 
the number of workers (clergy etc.) in the parish, the
* There does not appear to be any sound statistical justification 
of this rule. :1 author cannot now rercmber the source.
population of, and number of coloured* people in the 
parish.
The next step was to decide how many age and social 
class groups should be used. The absolute maximum was 
sixteen socio-age groups, whereas one would like four 
or five age groups and four, five or six social class 
groups, i.e. anything up to thirty parameters. The 
problem therefore was to decide how7 the number of 
groups could be reduced with a minimum loss of accuracy.
After a careful study of all the material available 
(which is given in the pages that follow) the author 
decided (in 1969) to have five age. groups and hence three 
social groups. The tentative boundaries for each age 
groups and brief reasons for choosing them are as follows.
1. Age 0-9 or 10, Choristers make an important 
contribution to the attendance.
2. 9 or 10 to 15, 16 or 17. At school: some will be 
in the choir. /Iso most children are confirmed 
when they are 12 to 15 years old.
: 3. 15, 16 or 17 to 19 or 20. This group includes
two types of young people. There are those who 
are continuing their education and may continue to
* The word "coloured'1 is not .meant to be derogatory. It Is an 
omnibus word to include immigrants from the Caribbean, Africa, aid 
India. Having lived aid worked abroad, the author would no more think 
of them as “coloured" than he would think of himself as "white".
In the eyes of God everyone matters. As St.Paul said in Gal.3.28, 
"There is neither Jew nor Greek, there is neither bond nor free, there 
is neither male nor female: for ye are all one in Christ'*.
corns .to church. The majority however have left 
school and become independent. On leaving school 
most of those who used to go to church soon 
drop out.
4. Roughly 20-40. Courting and young married people. 
In church they are usually conspicuous by their 
absence.
5. Over 40 or thereabouts. On the whole a relatively 
high proportion come to church.
There seem to be only two surveys which give figures 
about the age distribution of congregations, namely the 
Rotherham and Preston Surveys. The former is much more 
detailed with the first age group being those under ten 
followed by five year groups up to 70. At Preston, only 
four groups were used,"namely 0-14, 15-20, 21-44 and 45 
and over.
Before analysing the Rotherham' figures, it seemed 
desirable to compare them with the Preston figures to see 
if they were in general agreement. But before going 
further there is one vital difference to be noted. At 
Rotherham the choir was included in the number of persons 
attending church on the Sunday of the survey (March 1963). 
The Preston survey (April-June 1968) does not include 
the choir.*
* For this, .information' 1 am grateful to Professor Mercer.
However as the Rotherham report gives, for each 
church, the number'of choristers in each age group, 
the results of the two surveys can be made strictly 
comparable. The results are given in Tables 2.1 and 
2.2. In Table2.1 the unit is the church, whereas in 
Table 2.2 the percentages relate to the total number 
of people attending all churches in the surveys.
The mean values by churches {Table 2.1) are 
particularly useful as they show, by their standard 
deviations, the extent of the differences between 
churches. The standard deviations are high, as might 
have been expected. No two parishes are identical and 
the pattern of attendance, in terms of age, can, and 
does, vary widely.
It is most unfortunate that the Preston survey 
questionnaire used only four age groups. In consequence 
one is obliged to depend on Rotherham; the full results, 
converted to percentages, are given in Table 2.3. Figure 
2.1 shows the bottom line of Table 2.3 in a histogram.
TABLE 2.1
Average percentage of people in each age group, with 
and without choirs, meaned over 14 and 24 churches 
respectively. The standard deviations are bracketed. 
Sources: Rotherham (Table 3) and Preston (p. 37 ).
Age Groups 0-14 15-20 21-4 4 45- No.of churches
Rotherham 
inc.choir % 28.3 14.9 14.4 42.4 14s.d. (18.1) (5.8) (6.0) (18.7)
Rotherham
exc.choir % 23.4 13.1 15.9 47.6 14
s.d. (18.1) (3.8) (6.2) (20.2)
Preston .
exc.choir % 19.4 11. 3 18.7 50.7 24. s.d. (9.8) (5.3) (4.0) (11.5)
Weighted Means
exc.choir % 20.9 12.0 17. 9 49.6 38s.d. (13.4) (4.8) (4.9) (15.2)
TABLE 2.2
Similar to Table 2.1 but the percentages are based 
on total numbers coming to church.
Age Groups 0-14 15-20 21-44 45- No .of people
Rotherham 
inc.choir % 32.6 15.6 16.4 35.4 1560 ■
Rotherham, 
exc.choir 28.4 15.2 17.8 38. 6 1352
Preston, 
exc.choir 20.2 11.3 18.7 49.8 2859
Weighted Means 
excluding choir 22.8 12.6 18.4 46.2 4211
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FIGURE 2.1
Percentage of total attendance 
The bottom Line of Table 2.3 as a histogram
JBefore discussing the inferences to be drawn from 
the above, there is another source of information. For 
Rotherham, it is possible to compare the age distribution 
in the Borough with those attending church. As Preston 
(p.37) does this for only three age groups and excludes 
the choir, it is not quoted here.
The results for Rotherham are given in Table 2.4 and 
are shown in Figure 2.2. The expected attendances are 
based on the null hypothesis, i.e. that age does not 
influence attendance.
TABLE 2.4 AGE DISTRIBUTION OF PEOPLE IN THE BOROUGH
OF ROTHERHAM AND OF THOSE ATTENDING CHURCH. 
Source: Rotherham, Fig.3
Age
Groups
% of people in 
each group
No.of church-goers 
in each group
Actual/
Expected
’0-14 Borough Churches Expected Actual
0-14 25.1 32.6 392 509 1.30
15-19 7.1 14.3 111 223 2.01
20-24 5.1 4.2 79 66 .84
25-29 5.0 2.7 78 42 .54
30-34 5.0 2.0 78 31 .40
35-39 7.0 3.5 109 55 .50
40-44 7.2 5.3 112 82 .73
45-54 15.1 12.1 236 189 .80
55-64 16.1 13.3 251 207 .82
65- 7.3 10.0 114 156 1.37
35 30 25 20 15
% of total attendance
10
mvC
m
<r
0)W)<2
FIGURE 2.2 Diagram of columns 2 and 3 of Table 2.4. The solid line 
represents the percentage of total attendance in each age group.
The broken line refers to the Borough.
\ £ .  f
After these preliminaries one can now decide on the 
exact boundaries of each of the five age classes*
.'THE. FIRST AGE CLASS
This would probably be roughly 0-10 years, and the 
only figures available are from Rotherham (Table 3 
facing p.4). which gives the numbers attending church 
■in the !> 9  and 10-14 classes. Unfortunately these two 
groups are consolidated into one when analysing the 
population of the Eorough (Rotherham Figure 3 facing p.7). 
However a rough estimate of the numbers can be obtained 
by using the national figures quoted by Sillitoe (45).
The reoults are given in Table 2.5.
TABLE 2.5
COMPARATIVE FIGURES'* AS PERCENTAGES, OF TOTAL OF PEOPLE 
(i) IN GREAT BRITAIN? (ii) IN BOROUGH OF ROTHERHAM AND 
(ill) - ATTENDING CHURCH. - ■ - ' --- ------
: . /
- sure Great Rotherham
Class Britain
Borough Churches
0-9 16.5 17.7* 11.5
10-14- 6.9 7.4* 21.1
0-14 23.4 25.1 32.6
* estimated
Even if the estimated figures are only very 
approximate, the difference between the two classes is 
very marked and justifies the original assumption that 
the first class should be round about 0~" or 0-10.. 
Eventually it was decided to make the class 0-9. It 
might be argued that it should be 0-10 or even O-ll but, 
so far as the author knows, there is no other evidence 
available to guide one.
THE SECOND AGE CLASS
It seemed to the author that there had to be two age. 
classes covering the range of about 10-/'0 years. Among 
clergy it is taken for granted that most children cease 
to come to church when they leave school. Sillitoe (46), 
quoting official sources, says that in 1968 only 32% of 
all sixteen-year olds were still at school. This suggests 
that a large number of those who used to go to church no 
longer attend.
The Rotherham figures Table 2.4 and Figure 2.2 are 
not sufficiently detailed to be of any help here. The 
only information about this age range comes from quite 
a different source.
In early 1967 one of the church newspapers had a short 
article stating that the number of confirmations in the 
Diocese of Chelmsford in .1965 was extraordinarily low.
At the time this fact, although interesting,- did not
appear to be relevant to this research. Consequently 
the author is unable to give the reference, which anyway 
is not 'important; Some months later the author casually 
mentioned the matter to Mr Heuss, Director of the 
Statistical Unit at Church House, Westminster. He told 
me that a large number of Chelmsford confirmation returns 
had apparently been mislaid and had never reached him. 
Eventually the number of confirmees for 1965 was found 
to be about average. But - and this is relevant - he 
made a detailed analysis of the Chelmsford confirmations 
for the years 1961-5. lie very kindly sent me a copy of 
his report to the Diocese of Chelmsford. A summary of 
the results, converted to percentages, is given in 
Table 2.6 and Figure 2.3.
At the outset it should be made clear that the number 
of children under twelve who are confirmed has very little 
meaning. In practically every Diocese there is a rule 
or custom that children should not be presented for 
confirmation unless they are twelve.years old. The 
Bishop generally .waives this rule in two cases. There 
are other special cases but the two given below are the 
most common. .
1. Many parishes only have a confirmation service in 
their own church once every three or four years. Y7hen 
this does happen, eleven and perhaps also ten year old 
children are nearly always allowed to be confirmed.
2. When a whole family is being confirmed.
In general, one hopes that young people, after 
confirmation, will continue to come to church for at 
least a year afterwards. This is most likely to occur 
if the church has some sort of youth fellowship for 
those between about fourteen and twenty. From Table 
2.6 and Figure 2.3 the peak ages for confirmation are 
twelve- to fourteen with a fair number of fifteen year 
olds. Therefore one would hope ~ and expect-- many 
confirmees to come to church until they are sixteen.
So it was decided that the second, age group should 
be ten to sixteen. The ten and eleven years would be 
in the choir ~ quite a high proportion of total 
attendance as shown in Section 8 and those who are
confirmed. This is an arbitrary decision, but seems
the most reasonable.
THE THIRD AGE GROUP' •
This starts at 17 years. The question is whether it 
should end at 19, 20 or 21 years. Here the main factors 
would appear to be courtship and marriage. Except for 
those young people who are going on to higher education
roughly 8% of the boys and 4% of the girls according to
Sillitoe (47) - most of the others have jobs and are 
likely to takecan interest in the other sex. “Walking 
•out,{ .occupies a great deal of one’s spare time, and
TABLE 2.6.
THE PROPORTION OF PEOPLE IN EACH AGE GROUP CONFIRMED 
IN THE DIOCESE OF CHELMSFORD IN 1961-65 AS PERCENTAGES 
OF THOSE WHOSE AGES WERE KNOWN.
Ages 1961 1962 1963 1964 1965 Mean Std.
Dev.
Total
Numbers
0-9 0 .1 .3 •6 .7 .3 - 80
10 •8 1.1 1.9 2.3 3.1 1.8 .9 452
11 7.4 7.4 8.8. 8.9 10.0 8.5 1.1 2170
12 17.6 15.7 17.2 16.5 17.4 16.9 .8 4388
13 22.6 19.4 19.8 18.5 18.8 19.8 1.6 5190
14 18.1 18.0 15.8 14.7 14.2 16.2 1.8 4248
15 8.7 11.0 9.2
00•CO 7.8 : 9,.i 1.2 2383
16 3.6 4.7 4.5 5.3 4.3 4.5 .6 1152
17 2.2 2.6 2.5 3.1 3.1 2.7 .4 694
18 1.5 1.6 1.7 1*7 2.1 1.7 .2 441
19 1.1 .9 1.2 1.4 1.2 1.2 .2 300
20 .8 .7 .9 1.0 .9 .9 .1 230
21 .8 .6 .6 .8 .8 .7 - 187
22 .6 .5 .6 •6 .7 .6 - 155
23 .5 .6 .5 .5 .6 .5 - 139
Totals 86.3 84.9 85.5 84.7 85.7 85.4 .6 22209
24 and 
over 13.7 15.1 14.5 15.3 14.3 14.6 .6 3789
Numbers -
ages known 6091 5720 5005 4862 4320 25998
unknown - 
under 24 19 . 44 11 17 18 109
unknown - 
over 24 349 348 346 292 281 1586
Totals 6459 6112 5332 5171 4619 27693
W 3
10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24
Age
FIGURE 2.3 Graphical, representation of Table 2.6. The percentage of all
: confirmees in each age group. The hatched areas represent
one standard deviation
.'unless at least one of the couple is a committed 
Christian, they are unlikely to corns to church. In 
Rotherham.at least more than half:the population•were 
under twenty-five vzhen they married, as can' be seen ' 
frora Table 2.7 which is derived from the Rotherham 
Report, p..5 and Table 4.
TABLE 2.7 N
■ OR ROTHERHAM; Ho. OF SINGLE AND MARRIED PEOPLE 
(1) IN BOROUGH AND (ii) ATTENDING CHURCH AND 
(ill) EXPECTED:NUMBER OF.PEOPLE ATTENDING CHURCH
Age Groups 20-24 25-29
Borough . Single 2484 817
Married 2963 4557
Ratio Married/Single 1.193 5.578
Church Attendance Single 48 17
. Married.,.' 18 .25
Expected No.of married 57 70
thus in Rotherham, in the 20- '4 age group with 48 
single people attending church, one would expect 57 
married people. In fact there were only 18.
For these reasons, it seemed that twenty year olds 
should not be included in this group, which was chosen 
to be 17-19.
THE FOURTH AGE CLASS
This starts at 20 and should probably end somewhere 
between 34 and 44. Mercer1s (Preston-pp.12 and 22) 
third class is 15-44/; no reason is. given for his choice. 
For this work'this is too broad 'a band and so once 
'again one is dependent on the-Rotherham.figures, which: . 
have already been used ~ . see Tables ' 2.3 .and 2. d and the 
corresponding histograms Figures.-2.1- and 2.2. From 
Table 2.2 and Figure 2.1 it would seem, at first sight, 
that the author1:-' fourth class should terminate either 
at 34 or 44 years.
However the most significant - pointer-.'seems . to' be that: 
given by the last column of Table 2.4. The ratio 
Actual Attendance/Expected jumps sharpiy :from 0.50 for 
the 35-39 class to 0.73 for the 40-14 class.
So it'was decided that the fourth age class should 
be 20-39 years. Hence the fifth class comprised - those 
of 40 or over.
Summarising the final classes were; 0-9; 10-J6;
17-19; 20-39? .40' and over.
If the author were to undertake another enquiry today, 
using the information given in this section, he would 
probably still use the same age classes. But he would 
expect the ratio .Actual/Expected 'Attendance to be much
higher' now for;’the 20-39, class, i• e# the young .married-.. 
people. ; The Rotherham survey;;vas done in 1963. Only 
in the late 1560s s . did the family parish communion \ .
•become; really popular ~ and especially so after the 
authorisation of: the. ;Series }2 service in 19C7. * As a 
result young married couples' began coming to church,
. The .main -reasons for-this appear to hep •
1. Both parents are encouraged to attend and- to bring : 
their.children with them.
2. .The language of Series 2 is more:easily understood 
by . those who are not' - familiar .with- the" Book .of Common 
Prayer. .
3. Nowadays•there is usually’ some sort of creche or
nursery where'the children can be-parked for:part of ;- 
the service - 'usually frora after the Gospel to just before 
the Thanksgiving. There may. also be .a Sunday School.for 
this period, '
"4. The Parish Communion is held earlier - often at : ■ ■
.10 *a.m» whon practicable ~'instead of . the -traditional. • 
Mattins at 11 a.m. This gives the wives more time to p.,. 
.prepare the Sunday meal. This reason has been.queried 
on the grounds that with automatic timers for cookers it 
is unimportant. This may or may not.be correct. In
• * According to Bsd;withM r  in 1876 1662/Series "1,;;Series 2 
and Series 3 are alx^ ut equally popular.
the last few years the author had conducted or 
assisted at many churches. In addition he has visited 
.many others as a sightseer, -Naturally one,..takes"..a', 
professional interest in, the.pattern and .times of . 
services, -Although it is only a personal.opinion, 
the general impression is that where there are no 
constraints' .(such ..as' another service in the same or a 
daughter church), the raost popular. time for the 
service is 10'-.a.m." with;T0.30-: a.m. a moderate second.
In the ear3.lex models-.with.,299 parishesthe 
regression coefficients were, to say the least, 
peculiar. Their standard errors were usually nearly 
-as'large as the actual coefficients? sometimes they 
were larger, The ansvrer seemed to be that the sample 
was not large enough to take -sixteen or seventeen 
■parameters. z  ^ o the, model was' unstable, \;For this 
reason, and ..accuse of the intercorrelation between the 
various age groups within any one social class (see 
Section . 5), age was not included in the later models..-"
TABLE 2.8
CODING OF CHURCHES
Rotherham Deanery Soiithwark Deanery
A All Saints (Parish Church) 1 St.Saviour (Cathedral)
B St.Barnabas, Broom Valley 2 Al]L Hallows
C St.Stephen, Eastwood . 3 Christ Church
D St.John, Masborough 4 St.Alphage
E St.Paul, Masborough 5 St.George
F St.James, Clifton 8 Lady Margaret
G St.Saviour, Clifton 9 S t. Christopher
H St.Cuthbert, Herringthorpe 10 All Saints
I St.Michael, Northfield 11' St Peter
J St.Thomas, Kimberworth 12 St.Paul
K St.Mark, Kimberworth 13 St.Agnes
L St.John, Kimberworth Park 14 St.Mary
M Holy Trinity, Dalton 15 St.Jude
N St.Luke, Canklow
In Southwark Deanery, no figures were available 
for No.6 (St.Matthew) or No.7 (St.John).
VS O C I A L G L A S. S '
The' -National Census Ward sheets* give the number of 
males and females in each of the eight Socio-Economic 
Groups who are economically active. They are:
1 Professional Workers 
\..-2 '. - Employers,' .Managers 
3 Other Self-Employed 
■ ; 4 Skilled Workers :
5 Won-Manual Workers ■
6 Service, Semi-skilled, Agricultural
7 ■ Armed Forces'
8 Unskilled etc.
As stated earlier, the.size of the sample required that: 
there were only three social classes. So the eight 
census classes listed above had to be corapressed into 
three.
There appeared to be three sources of information 
about the influence of social class on church attendance, 
namely the main sample, Preston and Rotherham.
At Preston (p.16) four social classes were used; 
these were determined by the rateable values of houses. 
They are: Class 1 (Upper) r.v. over £100
2 (Upper Middle) r.v. £75~£100
3 (Lower Middle) r.v. £40~£75
4 (Lov?er) r.v. less than £40.
* A facsimile of the sheet for Stanmore North Ward in the 
Borough of Harrow is given in Figure A-9 (in pocket).
There are two main reasons why the Preston figures are 
not very reliable.
First, ■ as 'Professor. Mercer says (pp. 16 and 17) , the 
use of rateable values is not an entirely satisfactory 
way of defining social class for two reasons. 1In the 
first place some of the newer Council property tends to 
fall into class 3, when a more conventional definition 
would place the tenants in class 4. Secondly the 
rateable value of certain types of property tends' to 
vary between different urban districts. We compensated 
for this as.far as possible..... *
The second and more important reason why the Preston 
results are not reliable is because the social class 
data is based on the replies of people who, in the 
Door-to-Door Survey, said that they had been to church 
in the. period 1st January7 - 20th February 1968. (Preston 
App. p.18). If. one compares the numbers of those who 
said they went to church with those who actually went, 
the difference is very great. The population of Preston 
in 1968 was 96,000 (Appendix p.34). According to Fig.9, 
p.36, 'the percentage of the total population attending 
a Church of England church* was 182. This implies that 
about 17,640 people went to church. There are thirty 
(Anglican) churches in the Borough and the actual 
attendances on the Sunday of the Church Survey are known
(3)
for twenty-; ix of them. The total came to 2,950.
If this be'.mul't:iplled by (30/26) to allow for the 
other four churches, the total becomes 3404. This 
means that the actual attendance was less than one- 
fifth (1/5.18) of what might be expected from the 
Door-to-Dbbr Survey.
For these reasons the Preston figures on social 
class were not used; it would not be safe. Therefore 
one is left with Rotherham. The results are given in 
Table 3.1 taken from Rotherham Fig.8 and .p.-17.
TABLE 3.1
RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN CHURCH' ATTENDANCE AND BOROUGH 
POPULATION, IN RESPECT OF SOCIAL CLASS.
Sources Rotherham Fig.8 and p.17
Social Class
1 Administrative and 
Professional
2 Intermediate
3 Skilled
4 Semi-hkilled
5 Unskilled
Percentage of Total
Attending In Borough of 
Church '--Rotherham
9
18
66
6
1
2
9
51
18
20
The problem of deciding on the composition of the 
author1s three social classes was first attacked by 
•disposing of those census classes where allocations 
could he considered final. This led to the following:
i Census classes 1 and 2 (Professional, Employers,
Managers) should go into the author's Class I and
ii Census classes 6 and 8 (Service, Semi-skilled,
Agricultural and Unskilled) should go into Class III.
This left four census classes and the problem was 
where to put them. To some extent this had to be a 
personal subjective decision. A number of experts 
conscious of class divisions in the economic, social and 
religious fields were consulted. On the whole they 
were more or less in agreement that, in terms of church- 
going, the best allocation would be:
Census classes 3, 4 and 5 (Other self-employed,
Skilled workers and non-manual workers) should go into 
Class XI, while class 7 (Armed Forces) should go into 
Class III.
Summarising and referring back once more to the first 
page, one gets:
Class I ~ Census classes 1 and 2
Class II ~ Census classes 3, 4 and 5
Class III - Census classes 6, 7 and 8.
When writing--up this section, on which most of the 
work was done eight to ten years ago, the figures were 
checked with the original in the Rotherham Survey (Fig.8 
and p.17). Two sentences suggested a new line of 
enquiry: ’There is an almost complete absence of the 
unskilled (in the congregations) and the semi-skilled 
are a third of what.we should expect. At the other end 
of the scale the ^Professional and Administrative® are 
three tiraes what we should expect.....*
The figures in Table 3.1 were re-arranged. Two 
assumptions were made: (!) the population of the Borough
in 1953 was 85,000 and (ii) the omission of thirty-one 
returns which were incomplete or defaced (Rotherham,
Table 1) would not significantly alter the class 
distribution of the congregation. The results are given 
in Table 3.2, In it the semi-skilled and unskilled have 
been consolidated into one class.
TABLE 3.2;
HUMBER ATTENDING CHURCH FOR EVERY 100 PEOPLE IN EACH 
SOCIAL CLASS IN BOROUGH OF ROTHERHAM
cial
ass
Borough 
% No. (000‘s)
Church
% No.'
Attendance/ 
100 in Borough
2 1.70 9 140 8.24
2 9 7.65 18 281 3.67
3 51 43.35 66 1030 2.38
+, 5 38 32.30 7 109 .34
100. 85.00 100 1560
‘Table 3.2 implies that a person in Social Class 1 
is about twenty-four (8.24/0.34) times as likely to 
come to church as someone in the group containing 
social classes 4 and 5. The question naturally arises 
as to how far this ratio applies generally and not 
only to Rotherham in 1962. To get an answer one turns 
to the results of the final model (Table 10-:|). For 
Average Sunday Attendance the coefficients are:
Social Class 1 (bl) 0.3816
Social Class 2 (b2) 0.1478
Social Class 3 (b3) -0.3861
As the working unit is ten people, this means that an 
extra hundred people in Social Class 1 will increse the 
attendance by 3.816 people, subject of course to the 
standard error of the coefficient. The trouble is that 
fo3 is negative and the author cannot see how to find the
ratio bl/b3 or its equivalent. Probably there is a
simple answer, but the author cannot find it.
There is, however, an indirect way of checking whether 
the ratio 24/1 quoted above is reliable. The ratio from 
the model for bl/b2 is 0.3816/0.1478 = 2.582. We then 
make two very reasonable assumptions: (i) the Rotherham
figures genuinely represent the Average Sunday Attendance 
in the Survey and (ii) the Rotherham Social Classes 2 and 
3 are together the equivalent of the author’s Social
Class 2. Then from Table 3.2 we have:
No.in No.in Attendance per
Borough Church 100m. in Borough
Social Class 1 1700 140 8.24
Social Classes 2 and 3 51000 1311 2.58
The ratio 8.24/2.58 Is 2.571. This is extraordinarily 
close to the ratio from the model, i.e. 2.582.
Therefore as the ratios Upper/Middle class attendance 
(as percentages of the population in each class) are 
almost identical, it is highly probable that the ratio 
24/1 is pretty reliable. The beauty of the Rotherham 
figures is that they are absolute; there are no 
complications such as the constant term in the regression 
equation.
The results are startling. *Everyone* knows that, 
proportionally, more upper-class people come to church 
than those in the 'working* class. Here, for the first 
time, is genuine evidence to support this view. It 
means that someone in Class 1 is about ■twenty-four 
(8.24/0.34) times as likely to come to church as someone 
in tho semi-skilled plus unskilled class. This has 
important pastoral implications. Consider two parishes, 
each with a population of five thousand. One has a 
relatively high proportion of Class 1 people and a total 
congregation of perhaps 250. The other is essentially 
an industrial parish and has a congregation of 120.
K 3 }
which minister is probably the more effective as an 
evangelist? This is a misleadingly simple question. 
The answer needs'a lot of thought.
It is clear that real research is needed to find 
out why the Church of England so fails to appeal to 
the ’working class*.
CHURCH ATTENDANCE AND DISTANCE TRAVELLED
The primary function of an existing or proposed 
church is to serve the local community. This section 
gives an analysis of the effect of distance on church- 
going. .
In general, people have considerable loyalty to their 
parish church; also it is usually the nearest church. 
Usually, hut not always. It does not apply when the 
parishes are small - perhaps those whose area is 
appreciably less than that of a circle of one kilometre 
radius. In such cases people near the parish boundary 
might vzell go to another church which is no further 
away, or even nearer than, their own church.
The boundaries of a catchment area (the parish) are 
seldom tidy. It is therefore convenient to normalise 
them. This assumes that the population is uniformly 
distributed.
The radius of the circle whose area is equal to that , 
of the parish is not necessarily a useful quantity.
Many parishes have substantial areas which are 
uninhabited, such as open spaces and large railway 
goods-vards. Therefore, if the assumption is that the 
people are uniformly distributed, the area of open 
spaces etc. must be deducted from the gross area. The 
net area is then used to give.what the author calls
the Effective Mean Radius (E.M.R. in the tables) and 
is always used in this work. Table 4.1 below was 
compiled to simplify certain computations and is 
'reproduced here for the convenience of the.reader.
Detailed information about the distance people 
travel to church is given in the surveys at Rotherham 
(p.9, Table 6), Southwark (Mishin), and Hemel Hempstead 
(Bridges, (5)). Unfortunately at Fronton (p.44) only 
the average■and median distances travelled are given? 
a great opportunity was lost.
The average and median distances travelled, as given 
for Preston, and computed for Rotherham and Southwark, 
arc shown in Tables 4.2 and 4.3. The division into two 
tables needs explaining. . Earlier it was. suggested that 
the primary function of'a parish church is to serve the 
local community. Some, however, do not appear to do so; 
the distance travelled pattern, is quite different.,
These nan-typical churches seem to fall into two distinct 
classes*
1. The * prestige1; church. This is .the Parish. Church of 
a large town, generally in the centre of the main 
shopping area and "often with few people resident in the 
parish. Because of its age, tradition, quality of music 
and sermons, the congregations are large, but most of 
the people live-outside the parish, and often a considerable 
distance away. Examples are All .Saints, Rotherham (A)
TABLE 4.1
AREAS OF CIRCLES AND ANNULI OF VARIOUS RADII
Circle or 
Annulus 
miles
Metric
eqvlts.
metres
Metric 
as used 
km
Av.dist., 
travelled 
metres '
Area
Hectares
Area
Acres
0 - 1/4 0-402 0- .4 283 50.3 121.1
a"io 0-805 0- .8 568 .201.1 484.6
0-5/8 0-1006 0-1.0 707 y 314.2 757.1
0 1 0-1207 0-1.2 849 452.4 1090.3
1—1 1
o
0-1609 0-1.6 1131 804.2 1987.3
1/4-1/2 402-805 .4 - .8 632 150.8 363.4
H  - h 805-1207 .8 - 1.2 1020 251.3 605.7
i—1i 1207-1609 1.2 - 1.6 1414 351.9 848.0
1 - 2 1609-3219 1.6 - 3.2 2530 2412.7 5961.9
over 2 3220 + 3.2 + 4000 — —
TABLES 4.2 and 4.3.
MEDIAN AND AVERAGE DISTANCES TRAVELLED WITH STANDARD 
DEVIATIONS IN BRACKETS.
Sources: Rotherham, Table 6; Miskin 
Preston, p.44.
TABLE 4.2 Typical Parishes
(31), and
■ Median 
Distance 
metres
Average
Distance
metres
No. of 
churches
Rotherham 407
(90)
872
(326) 13
Southwark 398
(117)
842
(443) 12
Preston 592
(238)
843
(250) 22
Weighted Means 491
(203)
851
(322) 47
TABLE 4.3 Non-typical Parishes
Median Average Wo ofDistance Distance 1 N U • U J .churchesmetres metres
Rotherham Parish Church 
(All Saints) 1800 2800
-
Southwark Parish Church & 3900 2500Cathedral (St.Saviour) i.
Preston Parish Church 1800 2000 1(St.John)
Preston All Saints I 
(Evangelical) 2000 1900 1
Preston St.Stephen (Anglo- 
Catholic) 2600 2400 1
Means 2420
(890)
2320
(370)
5
and St.Saviours, Southwark (1) - which is also the 
Cathedral - and St.Johns, Preston (01). *
2. Certain churches of extreme churchnianship. In 
a large town there are usually two (or perhaps more) 
in this class. One will be extreme Evangelical and 
the other extreme Anglo-catholic. Examples in Preston 
are All Saints (Evangelical) and St.George’> (Anglo- 
Catholic) .
The detailed figures are given in Tables 4.4, 4.5 
and 4.6. In the first two a line is drawn below the 
first entry, so as to separate the ’prestige churches'. 
These are not included in the mean values and standard 
deviations at the bottom of the tables. The figures 
for Table 4.6 were kindly supplied bv Ven.P.S.G.Bricges 
(6). In this table his church B is put at the top with 
a broken line underneath. This was done because this 
church, from its distance pattern, appears to be halfway 
between a typical church and a prestige one. Indeed, 
Bridges (6) suggests this. Nevertheless it is treated, 
both now and later, as a typical church.
The differences in the patterns of distance travelled 
become clearer if depicted graphically. This is done in 
the diagrams in Figs. 4.1 and 4.2; these refer to 
Rotherham and Southwark only. An alternative way of 
demonstrating the difference is to plot the cumulative 
percentages, i.e. the percentage of the whole
'* The Reverend'Colin Baxter kindly told roa that he . has found this, 
type of church in the United Reformed Church.
TABLE 4.4
ROTHERHAM. PERCENTAGE OF CONGREGATION LIVING AT VARIOUS 
DISTANCES FROM THE CHURCH. THE MEANS REFER TO THE 
THIRTEEN TYPICAL CHURCHES (i.e. A is excluded).
Miles 0-1/4 1/4-k "4
i—1i 1-2 over 2 Congregation
A .7 15.3 18.2 1.9 19.7 ; 44.2 269
B 55.1 21.7 10.2 4.3 1-4 7.3 69
C 44.7 27.9 9.2 2.0 1.5 14.7 197
D 67.7 - - - - : 32.3 31
E 70.3 4.7 6.2 3.1 1.6 i 14.1 64
F 52.0 32.3 4.9 - 5.9 4.9 102
G 26.1 43.5 8.7 13.0 - 8.7 23
H 62.6 17.4 9.8 4.1 5.1 1.0 195
I 47.5 18.1 - - 18.0 16.4 61
J 44.4 33.3 .7 .7 11.1 9.8 153
K 94.9 2.6 - - 2.5 - 39
L 66.4 32.2 - - - 1.4 143
M 53.2 26.1 3.2 - 7.4 10.1 188
N 76.9 3.9 3.8 - 15.4 - 26
Mean 58.6 20.3 4.3 2.1 5.4 9.3
s.d. 17.3 14.0 9.9 3.7 6.0 8.9
TABLE 4.5
SOUTHWARK DEANERY. SIMILAR TO TABLE 4.4 BUT HERE 
CHURCH 1 IS EXCLUDED FROM THE MEANS
Miles 0-1/4 1/4-* i -
i—ii 1-2 over 2 Congr.
1 15-4 16.5 6.6 - 00 00 52.7 91
2 b.O 24.0 8.0 - 12.0 - 25
3 87.7 ' 4.6 4.6 - - .3.1 65
4 48.2 5.4 3.6 5.3 io.7 / 26.8 56
5 30.8 32.3 2.5 2.6 7.7 24.1 195
8 85.4 7.3 4.9 - 2.4 : 41
9 63.6 15.9 2.3 - 9.1 9.1 44
10 47.1 20.0 2.9 10.0 2.9 17.1 70
11 76.2 13.8 - - 7.5 2.5 80
12 83.5 12.4 - - 2.0 2.1 97
13 49.1 9.1 12.7 7.3 1.8 20.0 55
14 83.7 12.2 1.4 - .3 2.4 295
15 70.9 .9 19.1 3.6 3.5 1.8 110
Mean 65.2 13.1 5.2 2.4 5.0 9.1
s.d. 18.8 8.9 5.6 3.5 4.2 10.1
TABLE 4.6
HEMEL HEMPSTEAD. HERE CHURCH B IS INCLUDED IN 
THE MEAN (SEE TEXT).
Miles 0-1/4 1/4-^  \ \ h - 1 1 - 2  Over 2 Congn.
B 10.7 37.7 . 19.7 10.6 9.0 12.3 122
A 42.8 40.5 4.8 7.1 4.8 - 42
C 26.5 27.5 37.2 3.9 3.9 1.0 102
Mean (3) 26.7 35.2 20.6 7.2 5.9 4.4 266
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FIGURE 4.1 Mean percentage of Total Congregation within various annuli 
f°r typical churches. Solid line - mean of 13 Rotherham churches. 
"Broken line - mean of 12 Sou;nwark churches.
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FIGURE 4.2 As for Figure 4.1 hut for the two ’Prestige* churches.
Tne solid line is for Rotherham ’A 1 ; broken line for Southwark
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congregation which lives within a given distance 
from the church. This is done in Figure 4.3. Here
the upper curve is the mean value for 28 churches
(13 -Rotherham, 12 Southwark and 3 .Kernel Hempstead).
The lower curve is the mean of Rotherham A and
Southwark 1. The relevant figures are given in 
Table 4.7. The figures in this table for eleven 
churches are included because they will be used shortly. 
It is because of this very marked difference in pattern 
that prestige churches were excluded, as far as 
possible, from the main sample.
FIGURE 43
o o
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OvO o oCM
Cumulative percentage of population 
Mean Cumulative Percentages of total Congregation living
within given distance from the church. Upper curve is for 28 typical 
churches; the lower for two prestige churches.
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TABLE 4.7
PERCENT. OF TOTAL ATTENDANCE LIVING WITHIN A GIVEN 
DISTANCE FROM THE CHURCH. 28 TYPICAL CHURCHES IN 
ROTHERHAM, SOUTHWARK AND HEMEL HEMPSTEAD AND ALSO 
FOR TWO NON-TYPICAL CHURCHES (SEE TEXT).
No. of 
churches
Distance travelled 
up to (miles)
1/4 1/2 3/4* 1 2
28 % of total attendance 58.7 76.8 83.3 86.0 91.3
(std.deviation) 20.7 13.'9 11.6 10.6 9.1
11 % of total attendance 57.5 81.6 86.8 90.1 94.5
(std.deviation) 17.9 9.1 6.8 7.0 4.9
2 % of total attendance 8.1 23.9 36.3 37.3 51.5
At the beginning of this section some remarks were 
made about the size (area) of a parish. , .fter that size 
has been ignored. Dodd (Rotherham, p.11) flatly states 
that ’Parish boundaries are no longer relevant'. He 
justifies this by reference to his Table 5. This is 
reproduced in Table 4 • 8 together with the Southwark 
figures.* Figure 4.4 is a graphical representation of 
Table 4.8. From the table and scattergram it will be 
seen that all the Southwark parishes, except one, are 
tiny whereas only three at Rotherham are very small.
When the parishes are small, it probably means (and 
certainly does at Southwark) that nearly everyone in 
such a parish is within walking distance of two or three 
churches. Therefore they are not reliable indicators of 
loyalty to the parish church. Hence they should not be 
used when one is trying to estimate the effective catch­
ment area (Effective Mean Radius) of a proposed church.
From Figure 4.4 it would appear that, provided the 
Effective Mean Radius of a parish is 500 metres or more, 
the proportion of the congregation living inside the 
parish is more or less independent of the size of the 
parish - and is about 802 (+ 3.4) of the total congregation. 
This figure is based on the eleven churches marked v/ith 
a star in Table 4.2. These are all the parishes who 
have an effective mean radius of 500 m. or more.
* No figures are available for Hemel Hempstead.
TABLE 4.8
THE EFFECTIVE MEAN RADIUS AND THE PERCENTAGE OF 
CONGREGATION LIVING (A) INSIDE THE PARISH AND 
(B) WITHIN ONE KILOMETRE OF THE CHURCH. CHURCHES 
MARKED * WERE USED IN THE LATER MODELS (SEE TEXT).
Borough of Rotherham Southwark Deanery
, E.M.R. Church metres
% Conga.
Inside
parish
% Congn. 
within 
1 km.
Church E.M.R.metres
% Congn.
inside
parish
% Congn. 
within 
1 km.
A 1830 39.0 25.1 1 560 23.1 35.2
*B 840 78.1 81.9 *2 570 64.0 84.0
*C 720 67.1 77.2 3 330 86.4 94.6
D "’I. -260 42.0 67.7 4 210 44.8 55.4
E 480 48.5 78.1 5 370 25.1 64.4
*p 920 87.3 86.8 8 320 75.6 95.2
*G 1400 82.7 74.0 9 310 46.7 80.6
*H 1050 86.3 84.9 10 330 55.7 68.6
I 400 47.6 65.6 11 300 68.2 90.0
*J 1800 84.5 78.0 12 350 64.9 95.9
*K 500 89.8 97.5 13 290 50.9 64.6 .
*L 780 96.6 98.6 14 360 72.9 96.6
*M 1560 83.0 80.9 15 290 68.1 81.4
*N 600 84.6 82.7
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FIGURE 4.4 Relationship betueen Effective Mean Radius of Parish 
and percentage of congregation living inside parish. 
Rotherham churches are indicated by x; Southwark 
ones by Q
From this conclusion two results follow. One is 
that, as far as attendance was concerned, that part 
of the parish which was more than one kilometre from 
the church could foe ignored. In fact out of the 299 
parishes, only fourteen had an effective mean radius 
of more than 1000 ra. Twelve of them were in the range 
1050-1250 m; only two were larger. Therefore it did 
not seem worthwhile adjusting or excluding these 
parishes.
The second result was that in the following pages 
the discussion is based on those eleven starred churches 
whose effective mean radius was 500 m. or more.
Zipf (57) in his book * Human Behaviour and the 
Principle of Best Effort*, states, not very concisely, 
that primitive man only worked when necessary, e.g. to 
get food. Later, as man clustered together in small 
communities, the principle of least effort was evolved. 
This implied two separate forces. One was the force of 
diversification, where each person used his own special 
skills. Thus one man might have the gift of hunting, 
another the skill to cut wood for arrows, another the 
making of arrows and so on. All this leads to the 
second force, that of unification, whereby all 
manufacture and consumption is concentrated in one 
place.
Zipf does not define effort, but .in ordinary terms 
it appears to mean work or energy. This suggested to 
the author that it might be worthwhile applying the 
elementary laws of dynamics to the forces affecting 
church attendance. This may sound outrageous. Perhaps 
I should say, with good authority, * I speak, as a fool*.*
There would appear to he two opposing forces relating 
to church attendance, insofar as distance is concerned.
1. The attractive power of the church ~ the desire to 
participate in the Eucharist and in other forms of 
corporate prayer and worship. Subject to variations 
caused by health and.mood, it is probably fairly 
constant for each person and is independent of the 
distance from church. It is positive.
* 1 Corinthians XI.23
\-a/
2. The other, • negative force, is related to the 
distance from church. The work or effort required 
to walk to church is theoretically the force 
multiplied, by the distance. ’ There- is, however, 
-another factor, fatigue. Because of this the author, 
as a first guess, thought that the effort required 
to get to church would probably vary with square of. 
the distance.
From this, it seems that one wants to know how 
the probability that an individual will come to 
church will vary with his distance from his church. 
From what has been said earlier and is illustrated 
in Figure 4.4, only those parishes which have an 
effective mean radius of 500 metres or more are used. 
Tliese- are starred in Table 4.8. All except one are 
in Rotherham. Unfortunately in many cases the 
populations of the parishes, even when known, are 
not reliable, usually because the older parishes have, 
in a number of cases, been divided and hence the
population figures are out of date. For this reason 
the simplest way of tackling the job seemed to he to 
take a hypothetical parish and, using the figures in 
Tables 4.4 and 4.5, see what happens. Consider a 
parish whose boundary is a circle of one kilometre 
radius and has a population of five thousand. These
figures are roughly those used by town planners when 
designing a 1 Community Unit* in a new town or housing 
estate. This pojjulation .represents the point at 
which, notionally (but not in practice), the parish 
should have a curate. (Paul, p.272).
Further, let the attendance be 200, i.e. 4iof the 
population. The word 1attendance* is deliberately 
used here because it is vague. A discussion of the 
many definitions of attendance, and of their inter­
relationships, which’'are very complicated, is given 
in Section 8. Here it does not matter whether it be 
taken to mean Easter or Christmas Communicants or 
Average or any other form of Sunday attendance.
In view of the sharp drop in attendance among those 
who live between 800 and 1200 metres from their church 
(v. Figure 4,1) it seemed safer to use 1000 metres as 
the top-limit. Therefore the annulus 800“’1200 metres 
was divided into two and the population and attendance 
figures were interpolated.
The result was;
IM (Attendance as % of population of Annulus) - 19.97 
- 3.06 LN (average distance travelled, in metres).
The standard error of the estimate was 0.79 (Mean 0.67) 
and the standard.error Cf the exponent was 0.2G.
A4*/
the estimate was very high. On the other hand, what 
was ' interesting - was the -exponent. What it - .means Is 
that the likelihood of a person going to church varies 
very nearly inversely as the cube of his distance 
from the church. Thus a person living a quarter of a 
mile from the church is about eight times as likely 
to go to church as someone living half a mile away.
This analysis is not mathematically rigid. Strictly 
one should use an infinitely thin annulus and integrate. 
With only the figures for three large annul! available 
and also a sample of only eleven parishes, a short cut 
was used. . or each annulus the mean distance travelled 
was assumed to be the radius of a circle which divided 
the area of the annulus into two equal parts.
There were several reasons why this analysis was not 
developed further. Two were the dubious assumptions 
and the smallness'of:the sample as mentioned above, 
imother was the shortage of time. Although the author 
had been thinking about catchment areas for at least 
ten years, this work was almost in its final stage 
when the idea behind this analysis came to him. In 
these circumstances it seemed better to go back to 
the original unmangled figures for the eleven starred 
parishes in Table 4.8 and using Tables 4.4, 4.5 and 
4.7. Going hack to the hypothetical parish with 5,000
people and an attendance of 200, then one finds that 
there are 3,200 people living within half a mile of 
the church and of these about 163 (+ 18)/-would come 
to church. There will be a further 1800 people 
living within half to five-eighths of a mile '('300*- 
1000 m.). Their contribution to the attendance would 
be only five or six (5.3 ± 4.0). Of the remaining 
thirty or so others who corns to church, some twenty or 
so (21.9 + 12.4) live over the mile away. Insofar as 
these figures are reliable, it means that, irrespective 
of the else of the parish, only those living within 
half a mile of the church are likely to come to their 
own church. Those others who come (about 20% of the 
total attendance) probably come by car. In such cases 
they tend to go to the church of their choice, which 
quite often is not their parish church. It would seem 
therefore that the effective catchment area of a church 
is nearer half than five-eighths of a mile. The 
pastoral implications of this are serious. It means tha 
the direct influence of visiting those parishioners who 
live more than half a mile from the church is. likely to 
be very small in terms of cittenGance.
Bishop Bo Giertz (20) realised this state of affairs 
and in his report recommended that they should aim at 
having a priest for every three thousand people. The
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author would qualify this. In addition to the ideal 
of one priest per three thousand people* the size of 
the parish also needs to be limited to an effective 
mean radius of 800-1000 metresf unless the population 
density be very high. In such cases, 800 metres should 
be the limit. In the hypothetical parish used earlier 
the density v/as assumed to be 15.9 per hectare? but 
both in Sweden and in England it can be very much 
higher - in Southwark and Newington Deanery it was
164.2 per hectare or over 42*000 per square mile. Such 
areas present an almost .Insoluble problem.
U  JL
THE NUMBER OF WORKERS IN, AND THE POPULATION OF,
A PARISH
Before deciding on how these parameters should be 
included in the model, it is worthwhile considering 
the background.
Both here and in the sample, parishes which have 
part-time workers are excluded. It is not possible 
to assess the contribution of a part-time worker? it 
could vary between five and ninety per cent of a 
full-time worker. 'Full-time1 workers includes Clergy, 
Church Army Captains and Sisters, Deaconesses and the 
like. ■
When a priest is instituted as an incumbent, the 
care of all the people is entrusted to him. This means 
that he should proclaim the good news of the Risen 
Christ to all his people. There are three main ways in 
which he does this, namely by; ,
1. his personal life and above all a loving care as 
a shepherd of all his people;*
2. the way he takes the services and especially his 
preaching;
3. visiting.
Nov; (2) above affects principally the faithful - 
chose who are more or less committed Christians. So,
* cf. St.Paul in 1 Cor.XHI
for the most part, his only way of helping and 
communicating with the faint-hearted is by visiting 
them. Indeed the whole of this section is based on 
the assumption that only by visiting can he bring 
people to Christ, which usually results in their 
coming to church.
The amount of time a parson can give to visiting 
is unfortunately very limited; he has many other 
demands on his time - prayer, study, sermons, 
correspondence etc. Paul (p.74 Graph 3) shows the 
results of his questionnaire, giving the average number 
of hours spent per week on visiting. As the original 
records have gone, the figures were obtained by scaling. 
For the forty-two dioceses the average time was eleven 
hours (standard deviation 1 hour 37 minutes) and the 
range was from B hours 13 minutes to 13 hours 51 minutes.
If each visit takes only fifteen minutes, including 
travelling time and abortive calls, then one could 
expect each worker to make forty to fifty calls a week.* 
The question then arises about priorities. First of all 
there are deaths - at least two visits, and then, hot 
necessarily in this order, the sick (at home or in 
hospital), the aged and infirm, baptisms and confirmation
* At one clergy meeting a certain Bishop said that he expected 
his clergy to make a hundred calls a week. The counents made 
afterwards can be imagined.
It is possible to raake a rough estimate of the 
number of priority calls. Of course the number in 
each class of priority call will vary greatly. One 
parish may have many baptisms, confirmations and 
•marriages but very'- few • elderly or sick people or 
funerals; in another it may he just the reverse, 
according to the age distribution of the population.
But it seems reasonable to assume that the effects of 
these variations will more or less disappear in the 
total number of priority calls.
For a parish of 6,000, one might expect, on average;
50 Baptisms 100 visits
16 Confirmation Candidates 32
20 Weddings 10
21 Funerals 42
.184 ,
720 people aged 65 or over,
■ say, ■ 116 :
'' ' ■ 122 '
These figures have been taken from various sources, 
namely: Year Book 1971-2 pp.171 and 173? Facts and
Figures 3 and Sillitoe (45).
In the estimate above, confirmation classes and 
wedding interviews are not included, as they normally 
take place at the vicarage.
The estimate of fifty visits a week does not imply 
2,600 visits per year. For the fortnights around 
Christinas and Easter there is practically no time to do
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any ordinary visiting. Similarly one has to allow 
three 'weeks for holidays, even if one is only away 
for two Sundays. Thus there are effectively only 
forty*-five weeks available, giving 2250 visits a year. 
After deducting 300 priority calls, which is a 
conservative estimate, there remain 1900 odd for 
general visiting—  If one is very lucky.
It is common nowadays to estimate the population of 
a town by multiplying the number of ’housing units1 
(houses or flats) by a factor which varies from about
3.2 to 3.8. Reversing this procedure and using a 
factor of 3.5 one finds that 6,000 people imply about 
1,700 (i.e.- 6000/3.5) door bells; this represents the 
demand on the parish priest. Hence, at the very best, 
he can only hope to call on every family once a year.
In practice, once in every eighteen months is nearer 
the mark. Further it is very difficult to make much 
'■'impact' on a person or family if one only meets them 
once a year. Even with a full-time curate the impact 
is still very slight. The dilemma is obvious. Either 
one concentrates on the sick and elderly and/or one’s own 
congregation or else one goes after a limited number of 
’fringe' Christians. In either case it means that a 
large number - probably the majority - of one's people 
never get visited unless there is some special reason 
for calling.on.them.
From the above one. reaches the surprising and 
depressing fact that the bigger the parish the greater 
number of people who have to be neglected. The 
inevitable consequence is that the proportion of the 
total population who go to church decreases as the 
size of the parish increases.
So far, it has been tacitly assumed that the 
population is static. But in an urban parish one can 
expect the turnover of the population to be of the order 
of ten.per cent per annum, judged by the changes in the 
official registers of electors.* Thus one can expect to 
lost something approaching ten per cent of one's 
congregation each year. Of those who have moved into 
the parish, hardly any will come to church unless 
encouraged to do so. Therefore one has to work very 
hard to make up the natural loss. As the Red Queen said 
to Alice, ‘It takes all the running you can do to keep, 
in the same place'.t
That so many priests manage to keep their 
congregations constant is a measure of their devotion to, 
and care for, their people.
Of course this outline of the effectiveness of and 
time available for visiting could be criticised by any 
parson. But to go into all the variations of the theme 
would be a very lengthy and difficult task. Moreover it
* 3h one New Town the turnover was 20% per annua. Unfortunately 
the author cannot remarfoer the name of' -the .incumbent or the parish.
■ + Lewis Carroll. Through the Looking-Glass, Chap.2
is doubtful whether it would be profitable. After all, 
there are always many unexpected but urgent demands/ 
e.g. marital difficulties, a husband.facing a charge 
which might lead to imprisonment, etc. Such events can 
play havoc with one's visiting programme.
The discussion above was based on the 1962 figures 
in the Paul Report. In July 1976 there was a short 
article by Bates (2) giving the average time spent by 
clergy on visiting., administration ancl other activities. 
Mr.Bates kindly sent the author the original figures for 
total hours worked and time spent on visiting. For 
convenience decimals of an hour have been converted into 
minutes. His results are:
Total hours worked per week 61 h.06 in. (s.d. 8-36) 
Time spent on visiting 7 h.57 ra. (s. . 3-37)
Although the sample only .-comprised eighty- -ix cases, 
it is probably unusually reliable for two reasons:-
(!) The figures come from very skilfully designed
'questionnaire sheets. There were in the form of 
timetables in which every activity was entered, 
whether it was visiting or reading or household 
chores. These were filled in by the respondents 
for seven consecutive days.
(ii) The sample was a random sample.
There is possibly a real reason for the difference 
between Paul* s' and Bates * s figures , namely an increase 
on time spent on administration. Comparing the two 
one gets the following.
Paul 1962 Bates 1976
• > ■ h m h m ■
Average time spent on visiting per week 11 .00 7 57
n .. ” - " administration ! 7 28 10 00
TOTALS ........ 18 28 17 57
* Many clergy think that the amount of paper work has 
greatly increased in the last few years. If this be. a 
fact then the difference between the 1962 and 1976 
average times spent on administration seams reasonable.* 
When one is already working for sixty~one hours a week 
and the dreary paper work increases by two or more hours 
a week something has to go - erhaps health/ or poorer 
sermons or serious reading - or visiting. It is not only 
a matter of time but also of energy.
Repeating the earlier calculations, this time assuming 
a bare eight hours visiting a week, one gets an even more 
•depressing answer. On this basis there would be 14 30 
visits per annum. Deduct 300 ’priority1 visits and one 
is left with 1130 ordinary visits. -With 1700 houses, etc. 
as before this means that in theory it would take eighteen 
months to call on each one. In addition it should be
* In a letter to the Church Times of 8.10.76, Revd.O. .Aclu-.-orth 
states, ‘In 116 days I received from Church Bureaux - chiefly 
my diocesan bureau - 243 sheets of print or typescript, 
excluding copies. This works out at an average rate of 2.00 
sheets a day, 14.63 a week, and 746.75 per year.*.
remembered that the -assumption that one can make four 
actual visits in an hour is-probably far too 
optimistic.
There is also another factor which limits the 
pastoral effectiveness of a priest. Cherry (9), 
applying Shannon*$ highly abstract communications theory 
to human beings, says, 'How many friends can a man have ■ 
in the sense of real personal involvement and with 
compassion? A dozen? .A hundred, maybe? Something on 
a village scale of size?' In another publication (10) 
he suggests an answer; 'For thousands of generations 
man has lived in small communities and has developed 
limited emotional capacities; he can be said to know . 
only a few people as persons, at most a few hundred'. ,
The author did some work on pastoral effectiveness in 
1963. It was not published because the standard errors 
were very high. Even so the results conformed with 
Cherry's ideas. Church attendance, as a percentage of 
population, dropped very sharply when the population of 
the parish was more than about a thousand.
Having sketched in the background, one can now turn 
to figures which show the influence of population and 
the number of workers on church attendance.
Apparently the first investigation was that made by 
the author in 1961 (34) and marked the beginning of this
w /
research. ■ It was based on Facts and Figures Ho.1.
Using diocesan, means the population per worker .was 
compared with Easter consnunicants. The chi squared 
test showed that the significance of the'relationship 
was about 25%, which is, hardly meaningful.
This was followed in 1963 by the work for the Paul 
Report. Again, of necessity, diocesan means had to be 
used. A simple regression equation was formed:
Ho. of Christinas communicants = (S = 34)
19 t
90 (no.of workers) -f
10 (population of Parish in thousands)
See Miskin (33) and Paul p.139 and 267-9."'
This suggested that the influence of the clergy and 
other workers on attendance was very great while the 
population of the parish'was a comparatively unimportant 
factor.
As the equation’ above was based on diocesan means,. 
it was not very reliable for forecasting. One could 
not tell how far it applied to individual parishes.
The Rotherham and Preston surveys could not be used as 
in each case some parishes had more than one church.
It was impossible reliably to apportion the number, of 
workers and population to each church.
The one work that quotes figures for individual 
parishes is that by. Giertz for the diocese of Gothenburg.
A summary- (in English) of these figures, with 
additional material, is given by Linton (24).
The Swedish church figures are in many ways 
comparable with those for the Church of England. The 
main reasons are that both are established churches 
and also have almost identical parish systems. The 
principal difference is that in Sweden the main index 
used is Average Sunday Morning Attendance. This index 
is very reliable because it is the average of the 
fifty-two Sundays in 1962. Further, the attendance was 
most carefully counted each Sunday: it is not 
contaminated by estimates, which are usually very 
optimistic ~ see Wollaston (55) and Mercer (Preston, 
p. 20 f. n,).
Figure 5.1, copied from Linton1s article, shows how 
the Average Sunday Morning Attendance, as a percentage 
of the population of the parish, decreases with the size 
of the parish. As Bishop Giertz said (20), 'We now know 
by bitter experience ... the bigger the parish, the 
smaller the percentage of churchgoing.... In the biggest 
parishes with over 100,000, Sunday morning churchgoing 
eventually dropped to 0.34 per cent, probeibly an all- 
time low record for the whole of Christendom', and again 
'This means that one priest can manage a, parish with 
up to 3,000 people. Beyond that point his effectiveness
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Figure 5.1. Attendance as percentage 
of population (of parish) 
for the whole of Sweden.
Source Linton (2 4 )
o
oQ
Population in thousands
drops. If further, priests are added to the staff, 
they can maintain the position up to 10,000 people.
But beyond that number the parish becomes inefficient 
however many .priests are drafted .in.1
Bishop Giertz kindly lent the author the records of 
those parishes in the Diocese of Gothenburg for which 
he had the full details. Although there were only 
thirty-one parishes they are particularly useful as 
they show the scatter About the mean.
Figure 5.2 shows the Average Sunday Morning Attendance 
as a percentage of the population of the parish. The 
regression line and also the zone of plus and minus one 
standard error have been added. The equation is:
LN (Av.Sunday Morning Attdee. as % of Population)
= 5.2131 - 0.4635 LN (population in thousands).
The standard error of the estimate is 0.4974. The 
number in the sample used was twenty-nine.
The figures (for the twenty-nine parishes) were then 
re-arranged to give Figure 5.3 in which the .Average 
Sunday Morning Attendance for Priest is plotted against 
the population of the parish.
Because of the peculiar pattern (if there be any 
pattern) the regression equation v?as not computed. The 
mean values were (LN) Attendance/Priest was 4.7085 + 
0.3544 or 111 per priest. The .arithmetic .mean" was
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FIGURE 5,2 Attendance as % of population of parish for certain parishes 
in the Diocese of Gothenburg. Source: Giertz ( 19)
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IE 5.3 Avarage Sunday Morning Attendance per Priest for
parishes of various populations in the Diocese of 
Gothenburg. Source: Giertz ( 19} ,
118 + 43. These figures are not very different from 
those which would come from the author*s regression 
equation which appeared in the Paul Report, quoted 
earlier.
So far, so good. The trouble began when the results 
of the early models came in. typical case was with 
the sample of 299 parishes and a population range 
2000'-15000. This had seventeen independent variables ~ 
15 socio-age classes, the number of workers and the 
number of 1 coloured* people. The results for Average 
Sunday Attendance are quoted here because it seemed to 
the author to be the most important parameter when one 
was trying to estimate the optimum size of ii proposed 
church.
The figures for this particular case were;
Mean Average Sunday Attendance =150.2+92.2 
Standard error of estimate +74,7
Coefficient for number of workers 36.23+5.85.
The results from other models, both linear and 
exponential, were similar. In all cases the standard 
error of the estimate obstinately remained v e r y  high. 
These figures were, at once both depressing and 
stimulating. Feissner (18) puts this very clearly:
‘After a year or more of intense activity, the experiment 
was broken off. It had yielded a number of interesting
result's, but not the one' for which it had been 
planned..... . At CEBH* such disappointments. -are accepted, 
not only, with- composure,; but •.perhaps even with "a., kind 
of grim joy. When.things don’t fit/ then they start to 
get really interesting. This is the attitude of 
physicists.1
A .careful study of the successive stages of the 
solution of this, and other models .seemed -to. indicate 
that once the number of workers and also any one 
variable in each social class had been included in the 
equation, the inclusion of further socio-age variables 
made very little difference to the standard error of 
the estimate. It did not seem to.matter which.socio- 
age groups were included as long as there was one from 
each social class. This,/when one thought about it, was 
not surprising. Within a given social class, the 
correlation coefficients between the different socio-age 
parameters were very high - from 0.79 to 0.S7. But 
once one crossed the boundary between one social class 
block to another, the correlation between two socio­
age classes was very low. -■ This-meant that because of 
the intercorrelation of the different age groups within 
one social class, any one age group in a given social 
class covered very nearly the sarae ground as all five
* CEM means (i) The Ccnseil.European pour la. Recherche Mucleaire 
and (ii) The Proton-Synchroton plant run by the Council at 
h^yrhi, Geneva. .
13/
did together. In effect,./■ provided one had in the 
model one age group in each of the three social classes,, 
all the.other twelve came close.to being redundant 
parameters.* . .
For the whole sample (mean population 6964) the 
contribution to the total attendance by'the■fifteen 
socio-age groups (i.e. the whole population) was less 
than the contribution of one worker. From the regression 
equation mentioned earlier, the table below gives a 
summary of the components of the estimated Average 
Sunday'.Attendance for a parish with, one worker only.
Attendance 
Social Class 1 47.2
Social Class 2 31.7
Social Class 3- . -56*4
22.5
‘Coloured* 3.6
One worker . 36.2
Constant 64.6
32stimated Total Attendance 126.9
The negative value for social class 3 chows very 
clearly that this social class contributes a less than 
average proportion of the population to attendance. This 
is in line with the conclusions stated in Section 2 of 
this work,
^  i re'sb h  ^ a m  }>[e to \
( n t W i s  a- l ^ c c i i A r . c l a t , ) '  v ' a i ' i a . k U  far eohAi^ien) 'I* J  i  W  
t y  V T a k t f  iV/cl -e.fr, <*.[,
The other thing that stood out was the smallness of 
the coefficient .for•a worker. This.at 36.2 + 5,8 is 
very different from - the 90 given in the work for the 
Paul Report. It was difficult to see why there should 
be such;a discrepancy. A 'comment by Linton (25) on 
the Swedish figures came to mind. He said that there 
was a drop in attendance per priest in. those parishes 
whose population was., in the 3000-6000 range. A study, 
of the Church of England attendance; figures for 1966, 
1968 and 1970 (Year Books 1969 p.202, 1971-2.p.198 and 
1973 p.202) suggested that the actual attendance dropped 
when the parish had a population of 6000-8000. The drop 
is very .small and less than one standard deviation in 
every case. But when three completely independent 
samples of different dates all show the sane phenomenon-, 
it is at least possible that it is not entirely 
accidental. Anyway it seemed to justify investigation. 
So the sample of 299 parishes was reduced to 251; all 
parishes of 10,000 and over having been removed. (These 
big parishes were really outside the area in which the 
author was interested.) The sample of 251 was then 
(temporarily) reduced to 24 6 by excluding those in the 
2,000-2,999 .range and then divided into seven classes, 
each class having a population range of one thousand. 
Further, each class was divided into two? those with one
worker (the incumbent) and those with two or more 
workers. The mean attendances, with their standard 
deviations, were- computed for each of these fourteen 
sub-classes,' .In fact this was done for Easter and"• 
Christmas.communicants and for Average Sunday 
Attendance (A, S.A. )•'.:' Only the results for the last 
are,'given', here see Figure 5.4 and. Table 5,1,.- The 
meaning of the last column;on the right will be 
explained shortly.
Looking at Figure 5.4, at; * first •. sight it does seem 
that there is something peculiar about the parishes in 
the 5000 and 6000 ranges. This applies both to those 
parishes with one worker only and to those with two or 
more workers. But a glance at the last column but one 
of Table.. 5.1, which gives the standard deviations of 
the means, clearly indicates that such an inference must 
be treated with great caution. It would be possible to 
draw a single horizontal line'across Figure 5.4'in such 
a way that every one of the fourteen means would be not 
more than one standard deviation distant from the-line.
In the hope of reducing the standard deviations, in 
each of the fourteen samples the dependent variable 
(A.5.21.) was regressed with the number of people in each 
of the three social classes. The standard errors of 
the estimates were not very different from the standard
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TABLE 5.1 DE T A I L E D  F I G U R E S  OF A V E R A G E  SUNDAY A T T E N D A N C E  
OF GROUPS OF P A R I S H E S  D E P I C T E D  IN F I G U R E  5.4. 
THE L A S T  C O L U M N  GIVES THE STANDARD E R R O R S  OF 
THE E S T I M A T E S  A F T E R  A L L O W I N G  FOR THE I N F LUENCE 
OF SOCIAL CLASS.
Population
N o . in 
sample
Mean N o .
of
workers
Mean
ASA
0 0
s.d.
Difference y
s.e.
A.
Y
3000-3999 9 2.2 133.6 46.8 52.6 62.5
18 1 86.8 47.1 41.3
4000-4999 18 2.3 166.5 72.9 81.9 79.6
20 1 93.6 50.4 51. 7
5000-5999 20 2.1 144.3 7.0 77.5 68.7
36 1 137.3 87.2 81.8
6000-6999 19 2.5 149.0 31.5 88.9 69.2
29 1 117.5 66.2 53.3
7000-7999 19 2.3 180.4' 61.6 81.8 81.8
13 1 118.8 59.4 55.4
8000-3999 12 2.1 182.8 57.6 61.1 50.8
13 1 125.2 72.5 72.8
9000-9999 13 2.2 199.8 80.6 115.6 97.1
6 1 119.2 59.6 83.4
deviations of the means - sometimes, a bit 'better, 
sometimes worse. ' The standard'errors are’given, in the 
'last column of Table 5.1. ; The results for Easter 'and' 
Christmas communicants•were•very similar.
it-would be a fascinating.and perhaps useful piece 
of research to find out whether these anomalies are 
real or not. It would mean a •lot of wort; unfortunately 
the author had no time to 'pursue, it.
After several trials the linear model finally 
accepted was for-a sample of 251 parishes; the population 
range being 2000-10,000. Only four independent variables 
were used, namely the number of workers and the total 
number of people in each of the three social 'classes.
Only the coefficients for the number of workers are 
given here,: 'together with their • standard errors.• ;
; Easter Communicants 28.24 $ 5.43
Christmas Communicants ’27.87 ± 6.84 /"■ -
Average Sunday Attendance 34.03 ± £.59'..
Thus it seems that, aftes: allowing - for the influence of
social class, an extra worker•increases the attendance - , 
by something' in the range twenty to forty. This is 
very different from the figure of ninety given in the 
Paul Report (p.139).
The complete figures for the model: and, .a discussion 
of the results are given in Section 10. ,
Earlier in this section the pastoral 'implications 
of population were colscussgcI.
The evidence indicates that, an increase in the 
population of a parish results in a slight increase 
in' attendance. . From Table 5.1 it .seems that an extra 
thousand people causes, on average, an increase of 
five ,.in• the Average Sunday Attendance (A.s.A.) in one- 
worker parishes cind about eleven where there are two • 
or, more workers, subject of course' to the large 
standard errors.
It is now profitable to consider what the final 
model, described in Section 10, can tell us. This is 
most simply done by applying it to two cases. In the 
first case one has a non-stewardship-parish with- only 
one worker and a population of 6113. This is the mean 
value for the sample of 251 parishes (see Table 10.1).
. In Case 2 we assume that the population,of this 
parish is increased by one thousand and also that the 
proiaortion of people in each social class in the extra 
thousand people is the same as in Case 1. A summary 
of the calculations by which the1, 'Average Sunday 
Attendance (A.S.A.) is found, for both cases, is given 
in Table 5.2.
If, however, the parish had been a stewardship ■ 
parish, the attendance would have been increased by 252 
and'342 for Cases 1 and 2 respectively. (See Table 6.1)
The corresponding figures are shown at the bottom 
of Table 5.2.
TABLE 5.2
COMPONENTS OF AVERAGE SUNDAY ATTENDANCE (A.S.A.) FOR 
A PARISH WITH (i) 6113 and (ii) 7113 people AS 
ESTIMATED BY THE FINAL MODEL.
Non-Stewardship Parish CASE 1 CASE 2
People A.S.A. v People A.S.A.
Social Class 1 871 33.2 1013 38.7
2 3736 55.2 4347 64.2
3 1506 -58.1 1753 -67.7
30.3 35.2
One Worker 34.1 34.1
Constant 57.3 57.3
6113 121.7 7113 126.6
A.S.A. as % Population 1.99 1.78
Stewardship Parish
A.S.A. 153.0 168.4
A.S.A. as % Population 2.50 2.37
0?he table shows that, on average, an increase of 
population by one thousand will result in an increase 
•of Average Sunday .Attendance of fifteen, if it foe a 
stewardship parish. For a non-stewardship parish the 
increase is only -about five, which-is pathetically 
small. This is in line with the discussion on visiting 
earlier in this section. As the number of people in a 
parish increases, so the visiting and general pastoral• 
care has to be more thinly spread.
oo
' STEWARDSHIP
A stewardship parish is one in which there has been 
a campaign emphasising the Christian Stewardship of -•, 
time, talents and!money. The basic principle is that, 
as far as possible, every house in the parish'is 
visited (usually several times) by practising Christians 
who' are lay people - roughly the congregation.
Normally those who do,.the' visiting work in pairs. The 
usual result of such a campaign is that the congregation 
is increased by about 25-40%, which, is a measure of 
their success in communicating the good news of the 
Risen Christ.
The average attendances are given separately in 
various Year Books for stewardship and non-stewardship 
parishes, together with the standard deviation and the 
number- in each sample. The'sources are the Year Books 
.1969p.202,.1971-2 p. 198 and 1973 p.202, for the years 
1966, 19,68 and 1970 respectively. From these figures it 
was possible to compute the Stewardship/Non-Stewardship 
ratios and their standard deviations. The results are 
given in Tables 6.1, 6.2 and 6.3.
The results for Easter.Communicants (Table 6.3) are 
shown in Figure 6.1? each band: gives the mean value 
plus and minus' one standard deviation. The patterns 
for Christmas Communicants and Average Sunday Attendance 
are very, similar.
TABLES 6.1, 6.2 and 6.3
R is the ratio Communicants or Attendance in Stewardship 
parish to the the same in Non-Stewardship parishes.
The standard deviations of the ratios are also shown.
TABLE 6.1 Easter Communicants
Popn. (000!s) 1-1.99 2-3.99 4-5.99 6-7.99 8-9.99 10-14.99
1966 R 1.224 1.253 1.221 1.371 1.463 1.388
s.d. .074 .080 .089 .122 .149 .152
1968 R 1.258 1.325 1.236 1.397 1.465 1.226
s.d. .055 .066 .071 .085 .106 .086
1970 R 1.195 1.240 1.319 2.182 1.126 1.738
s.d. .083 .120 .148 .241 .151 .232
Wtd. R 1.235 1.288 1.241 1.450 1.381 1.297
Mean s.d. .066 .082 .095 .135 .128 .138
TABLE 6.2 Christmas Communicants •
Popn. (000's) 1-1.99 2-3.99 4-5.99 6-7.99 8-9.99 10-14.99
1966 R 1.348 1.302 1.376 1.548 1.498 1.438
s.d. .094 .083 .105 .137 .134 .137
1968 R 1.278 1.408 1.430 1.463 1.457 1.256
s.d. .064 .074 .092 .094 .118 .084
1970 R 1.355 1.309 1.465 2.168 1.171 1.671
s.d. .096 .127 .180 .240 .190 .234
Wtd. R 1.313 1.353 1.414 1.554 1.421 1.334
Mean s.d. .080 .088 .116 .142 .140 .137
w->/
TABLE 6.3 AVERAGE. SUNDAY ATTENDANCE
Pom. (OOO’s) 1—1.99 2-3.99' 4-5.99 6-7.99 8-9.99- OjO-a.4.99
1966 p
s.d.
1.325 ■ 
.142
1.200 
; .074p
1.187
.083'
".■1.253 - 
. 1 1 0
1.304 
, .119.
1.252
.116
1968 E ■ 
s.d.
1 . : 
.083
X *  o 5 9  
.067
1.165 
- . 72
' 1.202 
.076
1.274
.092
1.181
.032
1970 R
<i< 0 V i  ♦
1.138
.116
1.285 
■ .116
1.097
p i - 5  .
1.947 1.048
.141
1.614
.182
Kta.
Mean S.d.
■1 OOC- •i# 0 *£.«* C5
.109'
-1.287;
.080
l.itO 
. .084
1.337
.118
1.236
.110.
1.254 
• .114
The', one thing that stands out is the erratic behaviour 
and large.standard deviations of the 1970 samples. In 
part at least this is probably due to the fact that the 
1970- samples' vrere"-much smaller, than those for 1966 and 
19.68. Because of. this the. weighted mean ratios are close 
to those for 1966 and '1.968 - the vagaries of' the'. 1970 
figures are nearly ironed out.
In the present'work the main sample {299 cases) 
included, both stewardship and non-stewardship parishes. 
The attendances in the former were reduced to the latter 
by using the 1.960 ratios as this year was the base elate 
for the whole vjork. For this purpose a simple conversion 
table was constructed, similar to, but the reciprocals 
of Tables 6.1, 2 and 3 in/fable 6.4.
S
t
e
w
a
r
d
s
h
i
p
/
N
o
n
 
St
ew
a
rd
sh
ip
 
R
a
t
i
o
2.5
2.3
2.3 
2 . 2  
2.1
2.0
1.9 
1.8
1.7
1.6 
1,5
1.4
1.3
1.2 
1.1 
1.0
0.9
0.8
0.7
Population in thousands
FIGURE 6.1 The Stewardship/Non-Stewardship Ratio for Easter
Communicants plus and minus one standard deviation
1966 values are hatched \\\\\\\ 
1968 values are hatched /////// 
1970 values are not hatched
TABLE 6.4
Table for estimating the number of communicants etc. 
in a stewardship parish, where the model gives the 
numbers for a non-stewardship parish. Figures not marked 
by a star are interpolated.
Popn. E.C. X.C. A.S.A.
Inc.% s.d. Inc.% s.d. Inc.% s.d.
1500* 23 7 31 7 29 11
2000 25 7 33 7 29. 10
2500 27 8 34 8 29 9
3000* 29 8 35 8 29 9
3500 28 9 37 9 26 8
4000 26 9 38 9 22 8
4500 25 9 40 9 19 9
5000* 24 9 41 9 . 16 9
( 5500 29 -10 45 3.0 20 10
'6000 35 11 48 11 25 10
6500 40 12 52 12 . 29 11
7000* 45 14 55 . 14 . 34 12
7500 43 13 52 13 31 12
8000 42 13 49 13 29 11
8500 40 13 45 13 : 26 11
9000* 38 13 42 13 24 11
9500 37 13 41 13 24 11
10000 36 13 41 13 24 11
12500* 30 14 40 14 25 11
If one uses the regression equations to estimate 
the attendance in a proposed church, then the estimates 
have to be increased by the percentages given in 
Table 6.4. This assumes that the new church will be 
in fact, if not in name, a stewardship church. After 
all if a new church is to he built there is sure to be 
some sort of missionary and publicity (and fund-raising) 
campaign.'
One word of vzarning should be added. In general 
the influence of a stewardship or similar campaign 
diminishes with the lapse of time. One obvious 
reason for this is the turnover of population. This 
can easily represent a change of 40-50% in five years. 
Hence the need for renewal campaigns.
The author understands that Mr R.F.Neuss is 
currently engaged in research on this problem of 
diminishing returns.
MISCELLANEOUS FACTORS WHICH MIGHT AFFECT 
CHURCH ATTENDANCE
The author is well aware that there are other factors 
which might, or should be, included in the model.
They are discussed below.
(1) IMMIGRANTS
Except in very special cases, there seem to be very 
few immigrants who attend church. Nevertheless, it 
was obviously desirable to find out how ranch they did, 
or did not, contribute to the congregation.
Immigrants for this discussion include the following 
classes as given on the back of the 1966 Census Ward 
sheets. They are:
1. India, Pakistan, Ceylon, Malaysia, Hong Kong 
and Singapore.
2. Commonwealth countries in the Caribbean.
In one of the earliest models, using 299 parishes, 
the following figures emerged (the unit is 10 people).
Mean number of immigrants in a parish: 35.2 (s.d. 34.9) 
Mean population of parish: 697.4 (s.d. 268.8)
Regression coefficient for immigrants: 0.080(s.d. 0.200)
Further in the analysis of variance, the residual mean 
square was very slightly worsened by including this 
parameter in the model.
At first one root cause of this peculiarity was 
not spotted. Unless the sample was biassed in some 
way, one might expect from the figures quoted above 
that the immigrants made up about 5% of the population 
of the Greater London area. But in 1968, according 
to London Facts and Figures (203-: the proportion of 
immigrant pupils in schools was approximately 11% of 
all pupils ~ which seems absurd.
The answer can be found by studying the notes on 
the back of the Census sheets carefully. The figures 
given there relate to place of birth, i.e. where 
children of Immigrants are born in this country they 
are not treated as immigrants. Hence the figures 
given are misleading and useless for this work. So in 
later models,this parameter was excluded.
.(2) ’ SEX '
Only Rotherham gives reliable information about the
influence of sex on church attendance. Preston is not
much help because the choir was not included in the
figures for attendance and in addition doss not give
the male/feraale ratio for the Borough.
The male/female ratios, as percentages, are:
England, 1966 Census 48.7 / 51.3
Rotherham, Borough 4 9 / 5 1
Rotherham Attendance (including choir) 44 / 56
Rotherham Attendance (excluding choir) 40 / 60
Preston Attendance (excluding choir) 38 / 62
Sources: Sillitoe (45) Rotherham, p.l and 
Preston pp.41 and 43.
Thus if one excludes the clioirf the figures for 
Rotherham and Preston are not very different.
Because the number of parameters in the models 
was strictly limited by the size of the sample, some 
Had to he omitted. If sex were to be included, then 
either the number of age and social class classes 
would have to be drastically reduced or the sample 
would have to be about four times as large. The 
former was undesirable; the latter impracticable 
because of the time and expense involved.
So, although it is not ideal, it had to be assumed 
that (i) the male/female ratio of the population of 
the parishes was fairly constant and (ii) hopefully, 
the male/female pattern of attendance did not vary to 
such an extent that the results were significantly 
distorted.. .
(3) CHURCmS&NSHIP
When discussing this work with friends, many rightly 
said that churchman ship should be a parameter. As 
Dingle said in his Hailey lecture (14), 'A modern 
scientific experiment is 99 per cent removal of factor 
that complicate the interpretation of the result'.
In this work it has not been possible to include 
churchraanship in the model for the simple reason that 
it is very difficult to quantify. An attempt might be
made by assigning zero value to average churchmanship 
(whatever that is) and plus two for extreme Anglo- 
Catholic and minus two for extreme Evangelical. These 
quantities - plus two and minus two - are clearly 
limiting values and, given time and patience, one could 
decide which churches should be given one of these two 
limiting values.
The trouble begins when one tries to assign a value 
to a church which is, e.g. somewhat Evangelical. Should 
it be minus one, or minus one-naif or even zero (i.e. 
very nearly average)? Any decision would necessarily be 
very largely a subjective one. One could compile a list 
of criteria, but even so different people would probably 
give substantially different answers.
There is a further problem. What is meant by the 
churchmanship of a church? Does it mean minister and 
congregation or one of the two? Every thoughtful 
churchgoer or parson can think of unfortunate cases 
when the ideas of the incumbent do not fit in with the 
tradition of the parish and there is in consequence a 
sad fall in attendance.
The above remarks indicate the difficulties of 
determining numerical values for this parameter, 
especially when there is a large number of parishes in 
the sample. With regret this parameter had to be 
omitted.
The author did some wor3: on the subject a few years 
ago. The results are too uncertain to be published 
here, being a mixture of a few figures and general 
observation. Nevertheless, if someone wants to attack 
this problem, the following tentative conclusions/ 
guesses may foe helpful. It seems that the attendance 
at churches of extreme churchmanship (Evangelical or 
Anglo-Catholic) is seldom about the average. It is 
either very much better, or very much worse than 
average. Figure 7.1 shows what is meant. The shaded 
area indicates the range of attendance with reference to 
the average■expected attendance, due regard being had 
for other factors (social class, number of workers and 
the like). Certainly it seems that it would be worthwhile 
considering this type of function rather than using a 
pair of conjugate hyperbolas. The latter would approach 
the asymptotes too smoothly and not sufficiently 
abruptly. This is only a suggestion, but it might help
someone working in this field.
(4) TOPOGRAPHY
Clearly both the terrain and layout of the parish can 
affect attendance. Tv;o obvious examples of this come 
at once to mind. The first is where the church is at
the top of a steep hill and the people live below, or
vice versa. The second is where a substantial part of 
the parish is cut off from the church by a railway or
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7 .1. Suggested variation of Attendance with
Churchmanship. The hatched area indicates
possible range of Attendance.
river or a busy road. A typical example is the 
parish of St.John the Evangelist, Stoke-iiext-Guildford, 
Pretty well half the parish is on the hrong1 side of 
the Guildford by-pass: (the A3). In the summer on 
Sundays it often took people a quarter of an hour to 
cross it. The danger, and the time spent in waiting, 
could and did discourage people from going to their 
parish church. Recently, after many years of waiting, 
a pedestrian crossing has been, erected. The author 
does not know whether this has caused a significant 
increase in attendance; the problem is complicated 
because it more or less coincided with a change of 
incurabcnt.
(5) THE PERSONALITY OF THE MINISTER 
This title Is incomplete. One should consider the 
personality of the minister with reference to the 
corporate personality and tradition of the parish. 
Almost every priest, and many laymen, know of cases 
where a man has been outstandingly successful in one 
parish and yet was a complete failure in another. Any 
attempt to assess these cases really belongs to the 
religious sociologist or psychologist - see, for 
example, Cattell (7).
(6) OTHER FACTORS
This is included as a warning. It Is best illustrated 
by two quotations from Andreski's ' Social Science as 
Sorcery* (1). They are, *.*.. the worst mistakes most : 
often come not from faulty deductions but from unexamined 
false premises and proneness to delusion * and 'The 
gravest kind of danger stems from the illusion that, 
because certain kinds of data can be quantified and 
processed by a computer, therefore they must be more 
important than those which cannot be measured.'
For these reasons it is clear that this research 
must, In some ways at least, be incomplete. Therefore 
the title of this subsection should be, 'Other Factors, 
especially those relating to things of the spirit, 
which are not measurable '■
So far the author has only been discussing ordinary 
.human1-and terrestial factors affecting attendance which, 
in principle at least, can be quantified. In other 
words we are thinking in terms of a Newtonian closed 
local system - an 'object system'. At this point one 
cannot do better than cruote Eddington (16) : 'For the 
purposes of investigation we divide the universe into 
two parts, namely, an object system* and its environment.. 
The environment comprises everything not specifically 
included in the object-system, whether surrounding it or 
permeating it.... The environment must never be left out
* The italics are Eddington*s.
of consideration. It would foe idle to develop 
formulae for the behaviour of an atom in conditions 
which iiaply that the rest of the matter of the 
universe has been annihilated.... The whole universe/ 
usually idealised as a standard uranoid, is a partner 
in every problem.*,
A PARTNER IN EVERY PROBLEM. 'If the finite, but 
■unbounded universe has to be taken into account in 
ordinary quantum physics, then all the more should we 
include God in this work. God must foe greater than the 
universe of the cosznologists; outside it and yet within 
it. Otherwise He could not foe God. In this world we 
can never properly understand the activities of the 
Holy Spirit, which are not quantifiable. Nevertheless 
they must never foe forgotten.
v w / JLC
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Fite (22) said, ‘No matter how intelligent or able a 
manager 5 sr .one. .day - hit' responsibilities .will exceed 
his; knowledge1 .
This statement applies .'equally to Pastoral Committees 
and the :-like .'who have to decide., how big a proposed 
churc-h-"should be. This 'section represents', an attempt 
.to ; reduce.- the area of ignorance * " dith so little . 
infor:vn;ion -available r it is necessarily Incomplete and 
can or;b' be an approximation. Kven so., it seemed 
acsirnala to include this section bon the principle that - 
any infermation based on actual figures was better than 
nothing.,
■ "--hen. thinking about a proposer;.church,. one is not 
particularly. interested in the total attendance/ either 
at the great festivals or on an ordinary Sunday.. What 
matters 'in the number .of'people, present at that" service 
which hash the best' attendance, In this section *best 
attendance.1'., is used to mean this, wind applies both- to 
the Festivals 'and -.to ordinary Sundays. (Adjustments for 
the choir .etc, are dealt with later.)
For a proposed church,, given the number- of-people in-, 
each social class in the .parish and other relevant 
figures, the regression equations will give'estimates of 
the follov'ing.
1. 'Faster Communicants.'.:.
2. Christmas Communicants ■ ’
.3. . • Average-''Sunday; Attendance* ;
(In this section.■ uncertainties in' the estimates are 
iqnorefi.) . The... problem is how ...to-,- use the figures.
The decision on the'.optimum size ;of a . new church/ 
is (or should.fcej= a'compromise between .two opposing 
f iqurss, - nassly :■' m
(a) the-best;-.attendance of the: year, which is 
usually at..the Christmas bidnight Service;'
(b) the best attendance of the any on an ordinary 
ihmbny* This could be at dither the Parish 
Conrunioii or Tat tins- or Evensong.
The reason for this is clear.. On an ordinary Sunday:
a.congregation of sixty feels happy, in a' church which
can just accommodate one . hundred-:.and fifty . But the
.same number of people inba, -church' which/can comfortably
seat -two to throe hundred-•'givos /a -depressing impression
of emptiness. Therefore • the main- -consideration .in'
deciding ,on the sice , of a new church should "-be what is
roruired on the fiftv or so ordinary Sundays. So'one
- ■ ‘ ; 
unnts to.know the average attendance at the best
attended service on an ordinary Sunday. In addition,
it would be useful.to know the best attendance of the
•rear, although this is not so important.
There do not appear to be any figures relating'the
number of • taster or Christmas Communicantsr-or; Average.
Sunday Attendance f. to .‘boot5 Attendance, to .in Fay/ ■ 
June 1974 a questionnaire, war cent to -fifty-four 
clerical friends,' mostly in the Diocese of .Guildford*. /
A copy of the fornlisecl in shown in Figure '8*1. The. 
‘Total Congregation1 included the., choir, feed conform to 
the practice of the Statistical Unit.: The results, are
given in Tables '8.3 -and' 8,4 (Guildford and. various) g-
This first batch of answers comprised a very mixed • 
collection of parishes with populations ranging between 
800'and 19000.’ This was. no because at that time it was 
rot known■ whether anything would emerge. It seemed 
better to have-'too'many.■ replies rather than too few. 
After studying the results, -further•letters, with 
forms, were ’ .sent' to 'seventeen Incumbents in each of-' 
’three. Dioceses -. ■ .'helmsford, ’ Durham andSouthwell.
These.vrarfe■chosen principally’because: they seemed to. 
represent a side range of tvpos. Thus, on the whole, 
Guildford is relatively .wealthy and moderately high ' 
church;. Chelmsford is e. mixture with.many commuters ?’ 
Durham ’ is' largely --industrial,' while Southwell is ■ . ■
relatively poor (Year .-Boob 1974, g .177, coition 23) ,•*. with 
a. good deal-' of industry and a stronghold of Ucthodism.
The parishes chosen • for. the second sample T-wre based 
on a stratified, sample according, to the copulation of th 
parishesf namely 4-6, '6-8, 8*-10 thousand people. The
T-» TVT-?_____£ie\ * iioDol'ilS^J-a
Church cX /* £ )  f f j U C s / ^  C L aO
Details of all services on Christmas 1973 and Easter 1974- with number 
of communicants and estimated total congregation at each service. 
Note: A late evening service on the eve of a festival should be
included.
•x
Christmas 1973 Easter 1974-
Time Service Commun­
icants
Total
Congre­
gation
Time Service Commun­
icants
Total
Congre­
gation
Comments:
FIGURE 8.1 Copy of questionnaire
reason for this was that a new church would (one 
night say should) serve not less than 4000, nor more 
than 10,000 people. 'The number'of forms sent out for 
the second sample was, as stated above, seventeen per 
Diocese. This was■ because, 'In.the first sample, there 
. were fifteen replies in. the four to ten thousand, 
range. An analysis: of the responses and.the results 
are given in Tables 8.1 to 8.7. For information, the 
full results are given for the first sample (Tables 8.3 
and 8.4). The fifteen parishes used in the calculations 
are marked vrith a star in Tables 8.3 and 8.4. In the 
tables the names of the parishes are not mentioned, but 
would be given to any student who needed them.
TABLE 8.1 ; .
RESPONSE TO QUESTIONNAIRE
■.'Coda
Letter Diocese . Sent‘ Replies
Not . 
Used " Used
" ■ ■
\7
C
D
S
Guildford.
(Various)
Chelmsford
Durham
Southwell
47
7
.17
17
17
45.
6
13
14 
13
3
1
2
: 42 
6 ■ 
13 
13 
11
TOTALS . 105 91 6 85
The reasons for not using certain replies were:
1. Daughter church with only, one service
2. Figures incomplete
3. East congregation at a joint Anglican-Methodist Service.
TABLE 8.2 COMPOSITION OF STRATIFIED SAMPLE
*Note: Two replies--(V4 and V5) in the Diocese of Chelmsford 
and one (VI) from Southwell come from the "Various" in 
Table 8.1 showing responses.
Population in Thousands
Totals
4-6 6-8 8-10
Guildford
*c
3 6 6 15
Chelmsford* 6 6 3 15
Durham 4 5 4 13
Southwell* 2 6 4 12
Totals 15 23 17 55
TABLES 8.3 to 8.7 RESULTS OF QUESTIONNAIRE
* denotes parish used in final stratified sample
For the best attended service of the day the following 
abbreviations are used:
L Late Night Service PC Parish Cormunion
F Family Service (not a Ccfimunion Service)
M Mattins or Morning Prayer C Carol or other Musical Service
E Evensong or Evening Prayer
TABLE 6.3 Diocese of Guildford
Parish 
No. *
Christmas
Total Total 
Commts. Congn.
1973
Best
Congn.
Best
Service
Total
Commts
Easter 1974
Total Best 
. Congn. Congn.
Best
Service
Popn. 
000's
1 347 430 300 L 244 380 200 PC 19
2 145 220 120 L 104 260 110 M 2.8
3 360 500 300 L 260 350 200 PC 20
4 104 160 100 L 56 70 40 PC 2.5
5* 359 430 225 L 263 300 170 PC 4
/continued
TABLE 8.3 (continued)
Parish
No.
Christmas
Total Total 
Counts. Congn.
1973
Best
Congn.
Best
Service
Total
Commts.
Easter
Total
Congn.
1974
Best
Congn.
Best
Service
Popn.
000's
6 459 820 600 F 379 790 400 F 11
7 178 470 230 F 62 260 200 F 1.7
8* 423 780 330 M 384 630 250 PC 8
9* 393 610 300 L 238 360 200 PC 9.5
10 228 620 220 C 136 390 200 M 1.2
11* 502 640 400 L 435 630 300 PC 7.8
i2* 174 400 200 F 157 180 120 PC 3.6
13 597 980 610 L 431 630 290 PC 15
14 211 250 180 L 151 190 120 PC 15
15 593 1220 50 C 338 860 300 M 14
16 336 650 310 L 252 430 150 PC 16
17* 321 ■ 590 400 L 298 400 300 PC 6.5
18* 292 370 170 L 226 350 200 PC 7
19* 379 750 400 L 276 620 200 PC 9.6
20* 225 370 270 L 271 390 300 PC 4
21 94 150 70 L 70 140 50 M 4
22* 365 540 350 L 332 410 210 PC 10.5
23* 122 250 150 L 90 150 80 PC 6.4
24* 64 120 50 F 49 150 60 F 7
25* 146 230 160 L 110 140 100 PC 10.5
26 414 890 450 L 264 610 350 PC 12
27* 342 640 300 L 322 560 200 F 8
28 144 370 190 F 97 260 150 F 1.2
29 178 320 190 L 169 270 160 PC 10.5
30 116 250 120 F 108 140 80 PC 0.6
31 140 270 120 L 120 230 90 F 0.8
32* 377 740 320 F 389 460 220 PC 7
33 375 680 320 L 206 660 250 F 1.4
34 125 290 140 M 78 230 130 F 0.5
35 243 440 200 L 191 320 140 PC 2
36 244 410 210 L 154 300 160 PC 2
37 270 400 210 L 215 370 130 PC f 838 159 200 110 L 140 240 120 PC I
39 695 890 330 L 452 830 250 PC 26
40 153 290 160 L 127 170 116 PC 3.3
41 211 370 200 L 171 330 140 PC 11
42 222 340 200 L 192 290 250 PC 16
(8)- 108
TABLE 8.4 VARIOUS DIOCESES
Parish
No.
Christmas 1973
Total Total Best 
Canmts. Congn. Congn.
Best
Service
Total 
Ccrants.
Easter 1974
Total Best 
Congn. Congn.
Best
Service
Popn.
000's
1* 142 230 180 L 80 190 80 F 6.3
2 206 360 250 L 184 560 280 M 3.9
3 482 770 400 L 276 850 350 M 17.4
4* 63 100 60 L 77 130 75 PC f 4
5* 65 70 60 L 58 90 35 PC
6 51 140 70 -F 71 290 160 F 19.1
TABLE 8.5 DIOCESE OF CHELMSFORD*
Parish
No.
Christmas 1973
Total Total Best 
Comits. Congn. Congn.
Best
Service
Total
Ccnmts.
Easter 1974
Total Best 
Congn. Congn.
Best
Service
Popn. • 
000's
1 104 150 105 L 88 350 120 M 4.5
2 120 290 160 L 110 260 160 F 4.3
3 206 370 200 L 296 420 200 PC 5
4 317 600 250 C 264 380 180 PC 5.3
5 223 350 250 L 141 230 100 PC 6
6 94 160 100 L 89 180 120 PC 6
7 160 260 140 PC 95 115 100 PC 6.5
8 128 190 140 L 105 160 90 PC 6
9 143 420 200 L 134 240 120 PC 7
10 578 1100 400 L 431 1000 300 PC 7
11 430 600 300 L 415 510 350 PC 8
12 154 290 110 L 103 420 250 M 8.5
13 126 200 150 L 104 240 120 E 9
TABLE 8.6 DIOCESE OF DURHAM*
Parish
No.
Christmas 1973
Total Total Best 
Commts. Congn. Congn.
Best
Service
Easter 1974
Total Total Best 
Canmts. Congn. Congn.
Best
Service
Popn.
OOO's
1 262 400 250 L 206 330 170 PC 4.5
2 150 160 80 PC 178 340 90 PC 4.5
3 92 130 105 -L 80 100 60 PC 5
4 154 190 110 PC 141 170 100 PC 5.9
5 324 420 320 L 237 290 220 PC 6
6 148 180 90 PC 159 260 110 PC 6
7 129 140 75 PC 160 340 180 PC 6
8 111 240 200 L • 112 200 90 PC 7
9 221 260 240 L 112 240 75 PC 7
10 61 90 80 L 72 110 80 PC 8
11 352 440 270 L 291 460 180 PC 8 .
12 165 195 120 L 153 270 95 PC 9
13 184 270 240 L 158 220 190 PC 9
TABLE 8.7 DIOCESE OF SOUTHWELL *
Parish
No.
Christinas
Total Total 
Canmts. Congn.
1973
Best
Congn.
Best
Service
Total
Carmts
Easter 1974
Total Best 
. Congn. Congn.
Best
Service
Popn.
000's
1 239 500 270 "L 191 310 210 PC 4.5
2 162 200 130 L 117 210 90 PC 5.2
3 66 100 70 L 56 70 60 PC 6.0
4 230 650 400 L 154 650 250 M 6.8
5 66 180 60 L 96 270 170 F 6.8
6 291 560 300 L 274 720 300 F 7.7
7 251 380 200 L 221 360 230 PC 7.3
8 339 670 300 F 204 640 250 F 8
9 236 330 170 L 227 280 180 PC 8.9
10 175 530 250 L 184 190 110 PC 10
11 52 80 50 L 75 200 90 E 9.2
The results of ; the -.questionnaire- are . summarised in. 
Tables 8,8, 9 and. 10.. Two sets of figures rare shown.
The first set is based on the stratified sample, i.e. 
those parishes in the four to ten thousand population 
range. The. second set. includes all parishes. This 
latter set is included for completeness as the first.set 
should give a more reliable answer... Even so, in general 
the two sets agree surprisingly well' ~ a result which 
could not have been foreseen. ' As""mentioned earlier, the 
term Attendance includes the choir.
TABLE 8.3 Mean Values of Numbers of Conmmnicants and- 
Total and Best Attendances at Christmas 
■-nci Easter ~ ~~ ~ —  -
Total Kb.of ! Total ' Best.
Ccsmtunicants jAttendance : j Attendance
Popn. (000’s) :4~i.O All : 4 *“10 All ■ : 4 “30 All
No.in sample : ss 85 | 55 85 ; 55 ■ 85 ■
Christmas 73 220 : 236 | ■ 362 403 202 225
Easter■74 190 188 ■ ' 328 349 | 162 169
Difference 48 34 55 1 40 56
Deg. Freedom
1
1 108 168 | 108 168 ;; ; ; 108 168
t i 1.39 2.34 j 0.86 1.50 | 2.25 3.70
Significance
as %
!
i ca 20 2 ’ ca 35 ca 12 j 3 0.1
TABLES 8.9 and 8.10 give for (a) Stratified Sample 
and (b) Whole Sample, the type of Service which had 
the biggest attendance.
Explanation of Services: L Late Night Service
PC Parish Communion (in the morning) 
F Family Service (no Communion)
M Mattins
C Carol or other musical service 
E Evensong
TABLE 8.9 Christmas 1973
Service L * PC F M C Total
Guildford • 11 - 3 1 - 15
Chelmsford 13 1 - 1 15
Durham 9 4 - - - 13
Southwell 11 ■ — 1 — - 12
Totals 44 5 4 1 1 55
Total Sample 67 5 8 2 3 85
TABLE 8.10 Easter 1974
...
Service PC F M E Total
Guildford 13 2 ' — — 15
Chelmsford 10 1 3 1 15
Durham 13 - - - 13
Southwell 6 4 1 1 12
■
Totals 42 7 4 2 55
Total Sample 61. 15 7 2 85
Prom these tables it would seem that:
1,. The total number of communicants at Christmas. 1973. 
was slightly greater than those at Easter 1974, This 
is the opposite of the 1970 figures in the Year Book 
•(1973,.p.202, Table XIX), where the' number of Easter 
■ communicants is appreciably greater than those at 
■, Christmas.
2. There is no significant difference between the 
total attendances at.Christmas and Easter.
3. The number at the best attended service at 
Christmas was significantly higher than at Easter.
Thus for a proposed church it can reasonably be 
assumed.that the biggest attendance of the year will be 
at Christmas. Further, it will probably be at the 
‘Midnight Mass. Table 8.9 shows that this was true for 
forty-J-our of the fifty-five parishes. Moreover, from 
a detailed study' of the returns (Tables 8.3 to 8.7) one 
finds s
(i) In the four cases at Durham where the best attended 
service at Christmas was the Parish Communion, there 
was'no service at Midnight.
(i±) In sir of the other seven parishes, all of which 
had a late night service, the difference between the 
attendance at the morning service and that at the 
Midnight was marginal, e.g. 250 as against 240. In
the seventh parish the difference was; much bigger: •
330 as against 280,.,.
Thus, given (or having estimated) the number of 
Christmas communicants.., one can make a rough estimate -. 
of the best attendance on Christmas Day. Using the 
stratified sample, the results are given in Table,8.11.
TABLE 8.11
Pop 
000's a,
Relation between Estimated Best Attendance 
at Christmas (Y^ ) and Total Humber o f ' 
Christmas communicants (x0) .. Y2 2, + .b2X2
4-6 35.8
6-8 53.2
8-10 36.4
b2
, s.e. 
Y2
1 
-]
1 
>04 
j
f 
■ 
^
|I t.. 
_ 
.. j
| 
- 
1
Y
■ 2 X0
%  as %
721 46.0 167,1 ' , 82.2 183.1 91.7
730 62.3 211,3 118.0 216.6 97.6
725 41.6 | 217.1 101.2 ■249.4' 87.0
733 54.4
!
1 201.9 104.6 219.9 ■91.8
■ ,r„- _________ — ,,nr____ ^ - n.r__ _____ .
i$Q,
15
23
17
55
The regression equations produced high standard errors. 
Probably the most honest estimate ..is that the best 
attendance at Christmas is about 80-100% of the number 
of Christinas communicants. This can be taken' as meaning 
the maximum number of people (including the choir) who 
will ever have to he squeezed into.the. church.■ However, 
as was said at the beginning of this section, what 
really matters is the number of 'people 'at,the best 
attended service on an ordinary Sunday,
'''AVERAGE BEST ATTENDANCES "OM AS ORDINARY :SUEDAY
The breaking down of the total ordinary.Sunday attendance 
can only be done indirectly. There are no"figures- on ■ 
the subject.
Tentatively, it was assumed that the ratio .(Rest 
Attendance at Easter),/(Total Attendance at Banter) was 
roughly equal"to -the- (Best/Total) on'an ordinary Sunday.
Although there are.more services, and people, at 
Easter than usual,, the general pattern, of services is 
very similar. Thus at Easter there probably will be an 
additional celebration of Holy Connunion' at 7 a.m.1 and 
perhaps also after . Mattins or Evensong, or, both,;. -The' 
structures; are basically the same. ' This applies ' 
irrespective of whether, or. an ordinary Sunday, the. main 
morning service is: the'.'•Parish Communion or Mattins.
: Table 8* 12 gives' the. regression equation s..by' which at 
Easter (and hence on-.an .ordinary Sunday.) the best 
attendance can be estimated from the total attendance.
At mean values' the former is. approximately half the 
latter.
It.so happened that two of the clergy, in their 
replies to the questionnaire, also .gave a breakdown of 
their ordinary'Sunday attendance. ■ One (parish V3, 
population 17,4000) gave the•average numbers. The other 
(parish S10, population 10,000) gave maximum and minimum
values, i.e. the range. In Table 8.13 three 
estimates are given for parish -S10? SlOa.XoWest' values,
TABLE Jhl2 Relation between Estimated Best Attendance
at Easter (Y^ ) and Total Attendance at
Easter- QrA) .
Op', 
K>0 bs A : ■ h ,
J3.G. T
■ i"4 - ■i 1 b
s....,
'^4 \  ■
Y. as %4 -.
of X4 No.
4*6 . . 9.8 ',490 '144.5' 1i
■ ■ . ,■ - 
140.7 74.1 ,267.1 52.7 15?
6-S - 54.0 .328 44.1 1 - 163.3 85.1 -‘ 333.0.,'. 49.0 .23
8-.I0 59.2 .315 47.9 !
. !
176.5 72.4 371.8 47.5 17
4-10 50.5 .333 46.0 | 161.6 76.7: 327.0 49.4 55,
SlOb highest values.and 810c mean values. In addition 
the actual figures' for total attendance were put into; 
the.-8-10 regression equation of Table 8.12 to see what 
happened. - .Although' one cannot attach too much-weight 
to the results, it is - gratifying to note that the- 
discrepancies between actual and .estimated: values are 
all of the order of one-kaif ;of the standard error of 
the estimate. In the bottom line of Table 8.13 the 
figure of 47.51 is taken from Table 8.12 and is the 
uncooked ratio of the means for the 8-10 thousand 
population. group. It so happens that this gives much 
better estimates than the regression equation* , 
Presumafclv this is sheer chance.
TABLE J3.13 Breakdown of actual Average Sunday Attendances 
for Parishes V3 and S10. In the bottom line 
the figure of 47.5% is taken from "Table 8.12
' !  - ' ; ' . .
; Diocese and Parish Number \ V3_ S10(a) SlD(b) - • SIG(c)
I lotal Attendance -j, 380 175 270 ; -222 :
I Best Attendance J 200 80 120 100
! - " !
| Best as % of Total ]52.6 45.7 44.4 44,9
{ ■ ' 5
I estimated Best Attendance |
| from 8-10 equation j 179 114 144 126
I . Estimated as % of Total b 47.1 65.1 53.3 56.6
j
s.f
!
.L|
The other hit of useful information which comes out of 
the figures for S.10 in Table 8.13 is that the range is 
given. Oliver (38) has published a very handy table 
giving the factor by which the range must be multiplied 
to give the standard deviation, taking into account the 
size of the sample. In theory one might assume that the - 
vicar of S.10 based his estimates on the numbers for 
about fifty Sundays in which case the factor would be
0.2 20. However it is unlikely that anyone could remember 
the congregations for fifty Sundays? the range is more 
likely to be based on a smaller sample. /Arbitrarily this 
is taken to be twenty. In this case the factor is 0.268. 
The results with both the higher and lower standard 
deviations are?
Best « 47.5% of Total i 180 83 128 106
Mean Best Attendance = 100 ± .10.7 or ± -' .8 
Mean Total Attendance ~ 222 ± 25.5 or +AO.9
The ratio Best/Mean Attendance as a percentage is 
44.9% * 13.5 or 6.9. This is only a very little 
lower than the values in Table 8.12.
Summing up and taking into account the size of 
the sample and the uncertainty of the results, the 
most one can say is that the best attendance on an 
ordinary Sunday is about, or slightly less than, half 
the average total Sunday Attendance. To get anything 
like a precise answer one would need a dozen or two 
surveys of the Rotherham type, where the attendance 
is counted, not estimated.
THE MEANING OF -’ATTENDANCE*
In the preceding pages of this section, approximate 
formulae were given relating the best attendances to 
total attendances for ordinary Sundays. The word 
attendance was used deliberately to conform with the 
main regression equations. Attendanceas stated 
earlier, Includes the clergy etc, choir and nave 
congregation. However, for a proposed church, it is 
customary to specify its size as having a given seating 
capacity, i.e. the nt)imber of seats in the nave. A 
church can usually be considered as having three parts: 
sanctuary, chancel and nave. This division applies 
equally to modern style churches: even with them there 
has to be some sort of sanctuary and a special area 
for the choir.
Having obtained an estimate of the total number of 
people present at the best attended service on an 
ordinary Sunday, it is now necessary to break it down 
into its three components, namely:
1. Clergy, organist, servers etc. These only 
amount to a'small number and will be discussed 
later.
2. Choir
3. Nave Congregation (the 'Congregation').
Ignoring for the time being.item (1) above, the task
is to estimate the number in the choir which has to be 
deducted from the best attendance on an ordinary Sunday
to give the best congregation. The only known useful
figures on this point are in Rotherham; those in Facts
and Figures 2 p. 69 .'(for- 1958) are no real help.
Rotherham (Table 3) gives for each church and
each age group, the total number of people attending
church and also the number in the choir. A summary of
the results is given in Table 8.14.
The bottom line gives the totals for the eight
churches marked with a star. The reasons for excluding
the other six churches are as.follows:
Church I had no choir,
Church G had only one chorister.
Churches B, D, G, K and N did not have a single 
person attending church twice or three times.
(See Table 8.15). Thus it seems highly probable 
that these churches did not have a full set of 
, these services? probably they are daughter churches 
or chapels.
Before going further the author, out of curiosity, 
made a rough calculation to see by how,much the Preston 
figures would have been increased if the choir had been 
included in that survey. This assumes that the age 
distributions, both in the churches and Boroughs, were 
the same. This of course is not strictly true; the 
estimates for Preston can only be approximate. The 
results are given in Tables 8.16 and 8.17.
TABLE 8.14 Numbers of people in Nave (H) and 
Choir (Ch) at Rotherham. The bottom line gives the 
totals for the eight churches marked with a star.
Age
0-*
~
14 15--44'
N Ch ;N Ch
A* 21 18 108 7
B 16 3 21 .
c* 80 14 54 3
D 3 2 5 2
E* 3 5 9 11
F* 20 18 20 11
G 6 1
H* 78 12 49 3
I 8 - ■ • 13 - .
j * 19 8 52 6
K - 6 6 1
L* 65 24 26 1
M* 64 10 72 4
n 7 5 5 3
(14) 384 125 446 53
(8) 350 109 390 46
45+ Totals
Total
N Ch N Ch
110 5 239 30.. 269
,9 - 66 3 69
44 2 178 19 197
17 2 25 6 31
31 5 43 21 64
29 4 69 33 102
16 . 22 1 23
49 4 176 19 195
.40 ~ - 61 ■ - . . : 1
67 1 138. 15 153
20 6 26 13 : 39
27 - 118 25 143
37 1 173 15 188
6 ~ 18 0 26
522 30 1352 208 1560
394 22 1134 177 1311
TABLE 8.15 Multiple attendance at Rotherham.
The totals and means refer to the nine starred 
churches only. Source Rotherham Table 1
Church
People attending 
Once Tvdoe Tlirice
Total
People
Tbtal
Attdoe.
People 
as % of 
Att&ce.
No. in 
choir
A* 192 71 6 269 352 76.4 30
B 69 - - 69 69 1(X).0 ■ 3
175 22 197 219 93.0 19
D 31 - - 31 31 100.0 6
E* 44 20 - 64 84 76.2 21
T1*X. 66 35 1 102 139 73.4 03 ■
■ G 23 - - 23 23 100.0 1
H* 173 20 2 195 219 89.0 19
I*. 46 10 5 61 81 75.3 0
j * 105 42 6 153 207 73.9 15
. K 39 — 39 39 100.0 13
■L* 101 38 4 ; 143 189 75.7 25 ■; 1
■ 164 19 •' ■ 5 ; ; 188 217 86.6 15
' N- . 26 . — 26 26 103.0 8
Totals* 1066 277 29 1372 1707 716.5
Mean* 110*4 30.8 3.2 152.4 189.7 79.6
TABLE 6,16 Summary of numbers of people in Nave 
Congregation (N) and in Choir (Ch) for Rotherham 
(all 14 churches) and estimated values for Preston 
(25 churches).
0*14 15-20 21—44 45+ Totals AllAges
Rotherham
Nave 384 201 245 522 1352 1352
Choir 125 35 18 33 208 208
N + Ch 503 23B 263 552 1560 1580
Ch- as % N 33 17 7 6 15 15
N as % (N + Ch) 75 85 93 95 87 87
Preston
Nave ■ 577 322 535 1425 2859 2859
Ch (Estimated) 188 56 39 82 365 440
N + Ch (Est.) 765 378 574 1507 3224 3299
TABLE 8>17 The totals in Table 8016 expressed as
percentages
PRESTON . IOTHERHAM
■
: 4 age 
groups
By
Totals
14 8 
Churches Churches
Choir as % of Nave 12.8 15.4 15.4 15.6
Nave as % of (Nave + Choir) 88.7 86.7 86.7 86.5
Koughly Preston the choir represents rather more than 
10% (11.3%) of the total attendance; at Rotherhara it is 
rather higher (13.3%). : But when thinking about a
proposed church one should not use the Rotherham figures 
based on fourteen churches. The result for the eight 
'normal* churches should be more reliable. Using the last 
column of Table 8.17 one would imagine that the nave 
congregation would be about 86% of the total attendance. 
This would be misleading. If one plots the number in the 
choir against total attendance in a scattergram, it appears 
that the total attendance has very little (if any) 
influence on the number in the choir. The sample of 
eight is very small and cannot be expected to give a 
useful answer. Indeed it is doubtful whether a much 
larger sample would be much better; the size of the choir 
can vary so much as a cursory glance at the starred
J.^D
churches in Table 8.14 'shows.■ The best one can do 
is to say that the average number in the choir is 22.1 
with.a standard deviation of 6.7.
This figure of 22.1 represents an estimate of the 
total number of people in the choir. It is unlikely that 
all of them will be at the best attended service of the 
day,. Nearly always there are in the choir a few people 
who can only come in the evening, 'which is seldom the 
best attended service. In addition there may be one or 
two who for various reasons cannot attend as regularly 
as they would like. For these reasons, If the total 
strength of the choir is tv.wmty-tvra, one v;ould expect 
something bstrween fifteen and twenty to be present at 
the best attended service and should be deducted from 
the attendance to give the number in the nave.
71DDITI0NAL CORRECTION TO BEST ATTENDANCE ;
These remarks are included for completene>s s, even though 
the correction is small. Average Sunday Attendance, as 
defined by the Church of England Statistical Unit, 
includes.the clergy, organist etc. Just as a reminder, 
Table 8,18 spells it out. ‘Others* would include:
Lay Readers
Laymen who assist in the administration of Holy
Communion
Cross Bearer (often an ex-choirboy),
TABLE 8.18 Possible numbers of people who have to be
included in estimates of Average Sunday 
Attendance.
Service 8 am 10 am 6.30 pm
Clergy 1 1 1
Organist 1 1
Verger 1 1 1
Servers (in Sanctuary) ? 7 7
Others (in Chancel) 7 7 7
Minimum Totals 2 3 3
PEOPLE ATTENDING CHURCH AND TOTAL ATTENDANCE 
Both "Rotherham, and Preston are based on people 
(excluding the choir at Preston). Each however has 
some interesting information on the relation between 
people and attendance.
Rotherham in Table 1 and given here in Table 8.15, 
gives the details of .how., many people went to church 
once, twice or thrice on the Sunday of the Survey 
(March 1963). If one looks at the table, which appears 
a few pages earlier, it is noticeable that churches 
B, D, G, K and N had no-one going to church more than 
once. After twelve years it would not be easy to find 
out what were the services at these churches. But it 
seems a reasonable inference that they did not have, 
the usual three Sunday services i.e. at 8 a.m., a mid- 
morning service and Evensong. As all these five churches 
except G, had choirs, one would have thought that at 
least one or two members of the choir would have been 
present at both the morning and evening services. Yet 
not a single person attended twice. Therefore the totals 
and mean values refer to the other nine churches only, 
which are marked with a star.
So, ignoring once again the small correction for 
clergy, organist, etc, the number of people coming to 
church on an ordinary Sunday is about 80% of the total
attendance,, This includes the choir,
Preston (p.43) gives some interesting figures about 
the relative proportions of individuals who come to 
church once, or more than once, a month. The method 
of computing is explained (Preston, p*39) and the 
results are shown,- as percentages (Figure 6, p,23). 
Complete figures are given for five of the seven churches 
which took part in the monthly survey. So two churches 
are not included in the results below? Church 01 
because the survey was only carried out for three 
instead of four Sundays (p.59), Church 29 has also 
been omitted because the numbers of people attending 
weekly and. monthly are not given (p. 43); in addition 
Mercer says (p.6) that the figures for this church are 
incomplete and hence not reliable.
The reduction of the monthly figures of people 
attending to the weekly figures is explained by Mercer 
(p.39), It is not altogether easy to follow and is 
best shown by an example of the calculation. The church 
is No,13, the first one used on his p.63, The monthly 
attendance, i.e. the number of individuals who came to 
church on one or more of the four Sundays, is 144, and 
the average number of people attending on any one 
Sunday was 77 (p.43).
PRESTON: CALCULATION OF WEEKLY ATTENDANCE
Attendance. Attdce.as
% monthly Multiplier % of 144
Factor as Weekly 
 Attendance
Twice a month 
Thrice. a month 
Weeklv
Once a month 45
17
19
19
1/4
1/2
3/4
1
11.2
8.5
14.2
19.0
16.2
12.2
20.5
27.4
3.00 76.3
From this calculation the average number of people 
coming to church each week is 76,3? according to p.43 
it was 77. The difference is probably due to the 
published figures of percentages, which are only given 
to the nearest digit.
To get some idea of the reliability of the pror>ortion 
(percentages) of people who came weekly or fortnightly 
etc, the mean values and standard deviations were 
computed. The results, with the weekly equivalents, 
are given in Table 8.19.
One rather surprising fact emerges from this table. 
The number of people who come to church every Sunday is 
rather less than half (24.1/54.6 = 0.44) of the total 
number of people who come to church regularly. 
Alternatively the total number of people coining to 
church regularly is nearly double (actually 100/56.3 = 
1.83) the number of people attending on any one Sunday.
This, by the way, does not include the choir; as 
mentioned earlier the choir was not included in 
Preston figures.
TABLE 8.19 ; PRESTON. Relationship between
occasional (but regular) attendance 
and average weekly attendance.
People attending .; % Std. dev.: Factor
Ifeekly ; ' 
: egvlt.
Once a month 44.1 ■ 5.2 1/4 11.0
Twice a month 17.7 6.1 1/2 8.9
‘ilirica a xroith 14.1 4.0 3/4 10.6
Weekly 24.1 10.8 1 24.1
TOTALS 100.0 54.6
From these two analyses' of attendance it is now 
possible to make a rough estimate of the relationship 
between Average Sunday Attendance (A.S.A.) and the 
number of people coining to church.
Once again it is convenient to use a hypothetical 
parish. Lot is have an .Average Sunday Attendance of 
200 and a choir of twenty. As before the small 
corrections for clergy, organist etc. are ignored.
Prom Table 8,15 and comments thereon
the number of people attending church
is 80% of this, 160
Deduct attendance of 30 for choir of 
20 300
Ho,of people attending in nave 130
From Table 8.19, to get total number
of people attending, multiply by 1.83,
giving 240 (approx)
Add choir 20
Total number of people 260
So the number of people (including choir) who 
regularly corne to church is roughly one and one-third 
(260/200). times the Average Sunday Attendances.
This very crude calculation lias been included 
because surely every parish priest would like to have 
some idea of the total number of people who come to 
church, even if only occasionally.
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THE COST OF CHURCHES '
Although not strictly relevant, it seemed worthwhile 
including a short section on-the cost of churches. 
Various friends kindly supplied the author with the 
figures for twenty-seven churches* Most of the 
figures were given by quantity surveyors whose working 
unit is gross floor area and hence often do not know 
the seating capacity. However in eleven cases they did.
The cost includes furnishings, organ and all fees 
but not the site. Fittings, such as the altar- cross, 
communion vessels, candlesticks, vestments, choir robes, 
prayer books etc. are not included. Most of these 
items would normally be donated.
Where necessary the cost was grossed up to.June 1974 
prices, using various indices, such as Spon. (49).
Before this work, is completed it is hoped to add a 
■postscript to bring the costs up to date.
As some of the information received was;in varying 
degrees confidential, the names of the churches and the 
cost indices used are not given. Nevertheless, they 
could;be made available to a worker.in this field.
Table 9.1 gives the figures. The Gross Floor Area
2(G.F.A.) is in square metres (m in accordance with
S.1.Rules).
TABLE 9.1 Costs of Churches
Church
No.
Cost 
June 74
G.F.A.
2m
£/m2 No.of seats £/seat m2/seat
1 39,350 165 238
2 150,540 474 318
3 113,260 567 200 400 283 1.42
4 79,240 455 174 350 226 1.30
5 102,070 549 186 350 292 1.57
6 70,940 520 136
7 242,120 813 298 650 372 1.25
8 180,100 750 240 550 327 1.36
9 188,960 735 257 500 378 1.47
10 155,400 621 250
11 272,960 786 347
12 54,250 302 180
13 275,050 873 315
14 375,920 1407 267
15 276,350 853 324
16 223,060 549 406
17 110,040 520 212 350 314 1.49
18 118,080 579 204 400 295 1.45
19 109,850 544 202
20 252,180 764 330 600 420 1.27
21 147,220 539
22 234,540 713 329
23 316,560 912 347
24 311,370 810 384 700 445 1.16
25 111,750 484 231
26 339,270 918 370 820 414 1.12
27 60,640 236 257
The remainder of this section is"written- for 
ordinary clergy and laymen. It should not be read 
by architects and the like for the following reasons:
1, They are statements of the obvious, and
2. Anyway, there are so many unknowns that it is 
almost impossible'to-'generalise.
The first thing to note is that architects in the 
first instance think in terms of the Gross Floor Area 
(G.F.A.). This is the area, in square metres, inside 
the perimeter wall. Ho deductions are made for internal 
.'walls and pillars.
In trying to get a rough idea of the cost of a 
proposed church, the first job is to estimate the 
Gross Floor Area (G,F,A*> in square metres, given the 
required (nave) seating capacity.
The best equation for the eleven churches where the 
number of seats was known,.was:
LN (G.F.A.) « 2,0960 4- 0,7096 (LN,Ho.of seats) .
The standard error of the estimate is '+ 0,0587,
Figure 9,1 is a scattergram showing the regression line 
and the lines for plus and minus one standard error.
The interesting thing about the regression equation 
is that the exponent (0.7096) is less than unity. The 
reason is clear. The G.F.A. includes not only the nave 
but also the sanctuary, chancel and vestry. One would
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FIGURE 9.1 Gross Floor Area of churches and the number of seats 
The broken lines represent Estimate Values ~ one 
standard error.
not expect these areas to increase directly in 
proportion to the size of the nave. Thus if one 
compares two churches of similar design, one to seat 
one hundred and fifty and the other three hundred, 
one would expect the sanctuary etc, of the bigger 
church to be larger, but not double.the size. This 
is reflected in the exponent being less than unity.
The second stage is to estimate the cost per 
square metre. Here the best equation, based on the 
whole twenty-seven churches, is:
LH (Cost in £100 units per square metre)
= 0.4692 + 0.2728 LH (G.F.A. in units of 100m2).;
The standard error of the estimate is + 0.2776. The 
very low value of the exponent indicates that the cost 
per square ,metre increases only very slowly with' '.the 
size. See Figure 9.2.
From these two equations one could compute the 
estimated cost of a church*
An alternative solution, which is not only simpler, 
but probably more reliable, is to use the equation 
below, which is based on the eleven churches. It is:
LH (Cost in £1000)
= -4.6593+ 1.5755 LH (Wo. of seats).
Here the standard error of the estimate is + 0.0462. 
This is roughly equivalent to.+ 10.5%. See Figure 9.3
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FIGURE 9.2 Cost per square metre of Gross Floor Area.
The broken lines indicate estimated cost + 
one standard error..
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FIGURE 9.3 Cost of a church in £ 0 0 0 fs ‘
The table below gives the cost in a simple form*
No.of seats 100 150 200 250 300 350 400
Cost June 1974 13.4 '25.4 40.0 56.3 75.7 96.5 119.1
(£000)
As stated earlier the cost includes fees, organ, 
fixtures (e.g. seating) but not fittings or land. 
Further the equations relate to June.1974 prices.
Since then prices have risen, but very erratically.
In consequence the various indexes.of prices differ 
substantially from one another. One architect told
the author in May 1976 that building prices were
chaotic. He quoted an example. In late 1975 a church 
extension was estimated to cost £46,000. Mien, in 
1976, the tenders came in, the tender accepted was for 
£33,000 - a pleasant surprise for the parish, which had 
by then raised the £46,000 1
It now remains to bring the estimates for the cost 
of a church up to date. To the surprise of everyone, 
including the compilers, the index of costs for June 
1976 was the same as that for June 1974. considering 
the rises in the cost of labour andmaterial in the 
last two years, this was totally unexpected. It would 
seem that many builders, desperately trying' to keep 
their businesses alive, have economised in every 
direction, and cut their profits to the bone, so as 
to get their tenders accepted.
So, although it is hardly believable, the fact 
remains that the figures for the cost of a church in 
June 1974 apply equally for June 1976.
V-LUJ
T H E  F I  N A L M O D E L *
It has already been remarked that, in all the models, 
the standard errors of the estimates were very high. / 
As explained in Section 5, the sample was reduced from 
299 to 251 parishes, i.e. from a population range of 
2000-15000 to 2000—10000. In addition the population 
was divided into three social classes only, age being 
ignored. The, fourth parameter was' the number, of ■ 
workers. Each model was used three times - for Easter 
and Christmas Coiomimlcants and for Average Sunday 
Attendance,
Before the final model was chosen as being the 
best, the author, ..under, expert statistical guidance, 
investigated several possibilities. One .was to : ,
include, as parameters , the squares of -the1numbers, of -' 
people in each.social class. It was hoped that this 
would properly .allow for the undoubted, fact 'that, as. 
the population increased, so.the attendance, as a 
percentage of population, decreased*■ As expected, the 
coefficients for these second terms were negative.
But the standard errors of the estimates, -and their 
F values (for all three dependent variables) were not 
improved.
* The full figures for the final modal am tabulated in Table 10-1 
at the end of this section.
Next, using the still provisional final’model, 
the residuals (observed minus estimated) for the 251 
parishes were plotted as ascattergram against 
population. It was half expected that the residuals 
would increase with population* There was no such 
relationship - another end. :
Finally the scattergram was scrutinised carefully 
to see if there were any evidence of clustering - 
see Pagden (40). There was none.
Therefore it became necessary to consider why the 
standard errors were so high, roughly half the mean 
value and not very much better than the standard 
deviations of the mean. At first the standard 
deviations of the sample means of the dependent 
variables seemed to he very high when compared with 
those emoted in the various Year Books (e.g. Year Book 
1971-2 p.198 Table XXI B for 1968). However a careful 
study of the figures and Note 1 on this page makes it 
clear that the figures in column 5 and elsewhere refer 
to the standard errors of the means. Hence to compare 
the author's standard deviations with the Year Book 
figures, the latter have to be multiplied by the 
square root of the number in the sample. In the 4000- 
10000 ragge the standard deviation (scatter) for 
Easter communicants was about 140 compared with the
author's 76*5. The difference is not surprising; 
the author*s;sample was restricted to one church 
parishes which were more or less surrounded by other 
urban parishes. The Year Book sample covered the 
v;hole of England so one would expect the scatter to 
be greater; the sample would certainly contain a 
number of small towns with only one church. In 
addition there would be a .'substantial'number of 
parishes which had a daughter church or chapel, as 
the author knows from his studies of the original 
records. Quite often the number of Easter communicants 
etc. entered on the return are the totals for the main 
plus daughter church.
The basic assumptions underlying the model and the 
calculations were then re-examined to see whether they 
were responsible for the high,standard errors.Very 
pessimistic rough’estimates were made of .the possible 
errors caused by these assumptions, such as that which 
assumed that the population was uniformly distributed. 
It was found that they made very little difference to 
the standard error of the estimate. Therefore a 
detailed precise analysis of the errors did not seem to 
foe necessary.* Clearly one had to look elsewhere.
* The precautions taken to avoid mistakes in abstracting and 
computing care described in the Appendix.
It seemed to the author that the root cause of 
the trouble was that certain variables had not been 
included in the model. These have been discussed in 
Section 7. Some of these variables are unquantifiable, 
not merely in practice, but also in principle. From 
the very beginning it was realised that this work was, 
to borrow the title of A.J.Cronin* s autobiography, a n 
;'Adventure in Two Worlds1 (13) . We can more or less 
cope with the things of this,-the terrestial world, 
but we cannot quantify the operations of the celestial 
world*
TABLE 10.1
R E S ULTS OF THE FINAL MODEL.
Easter Connnts. Xmas Commts. 
Y2
Av.Sunday 
Y 3
Attdce.
s.d. or 
s.e.
s.d.or 
s.e.
s.d. or
s.e.
Y 123.94 76.54 135.04 92.91 140.58 86.02
A
Y 56.85 74.07 71.42
V .4194 .1048 .5317 .1319 .3816 .1272
b 2 .1584
.0540 .1527 .0679 .1478 .0655
b 3
-.4341 .1008 -.4772 .1269 -.3861 .1223
b4
26.342 5.434 27.868 6.839 34.054 6.595
Cqnstant 52.792 60.180 57.265
F for 4/246 D.F. 44.21 36.85 29.18
Mean s.d.
XI N o .in So c . 1 (unit 10 pie.) 87.07 55.93
Class
X2 " tr 2 ” 372.56 120.04
X3 " 3. " 150.65 63.46
X4 No.of workers 1.5578 .6983
Y “ a + blXl + b2X2 + b3X3 + b4X4
A P P E N D I X
THE MAIN SAMPLE '
In 1968 the Diocese of Southwark acquired copies 
of the 1966 Sample Census Ward Sheets for every ward 
in the Greater London Council Administrative - Area, 
Although the Director of .their Department of Religious 
Sociology kindly offered to lend them to the author, 
at first it was not easy to see how the figures could 
be used. What the author wanted to do-was primarily 
to determine, for each parish in a large.sample, the 
number of people in each age and social class (along 
v/ith other variables), Then,, using a suitable model, 
these factors could be related to the Easter and 
Christmas Communicants and .Average Sunday Attendance 
for each parish. These - the dependent variables - ,
could be got from the Statistical' .Unit at Church House, 
Westminster,.
The main difficulty was that quite often a parish, 
would consist of parts of two or three wards and some 
way of correlating the parts of the wards with the 
parish had to be found. Of the various methods 
examined, the most reliable solution seemed to be to 
assume that that portion of a parish inside a given 
ward had the same characteristics as the whole of
Appendix
the .ward. This applied particularly to the age and 
social patterns and the growth rate of the population.
Thus if in a given parish one half of it was in 
Ward If three-tenths in Ward 2 and one-fifth in Ward 3e 
the contributions (or weights or quanta) would be
= 0.5,'-^ 2 "0,3 and q3 =0.2. If from the census 
sheet for Ward 3 one found that the number of people 
in the second age class was a~ « (S a, = "A-). then the 
proportion of people in this age group in Ward 3 in 
the parish would be ^3(^3 2^ 3  ^(•E>0Pu^at^0n Parish).
The 1966 Census sheets give the number of people in 
each of the eight 'Socio-Economic Croups* who were 
'Economically Active'., It had to be assumed that these 
figures represented the social class distribution of 
everyone in the ward. As stated earlier, for this work 
the eight classes were reduced to three. Thus in the 
example for age mentioned above if p and
s~  ^ = S^) were the number of people in Ward 3
in (my) social classes 1, 2 and 3, the number of people 
in the parish in social class 1 living in Ward 3 would 
be q3 (s3 ^/s^)(Population of parish).
Putting the two together, the number of people in 
the parish in Ward 3 in age group 2 and social class 1 
would be q3 (a3 2^ 3  ^^ s3 1^S3  ^(^°Pul«l,tion of parish)..
So far the methods used for determining the quanta 
have not been explained. The boundaries of each
JL*iO
parish were plotted on the Ordnance Survey 1/25000 
.Administrative Area Maps for the Greater London 
Council Area.* In these maps the detail is in grey 
and the boundaries of the Wards and Boroughs are 
overprinted in red. Hence one could estimate the 
proportion of the parish in each ward.
The formula quoted in the penultimate paragraph 
could not be used directly; the parish and ward 
populations had to be corrected for growth, which 
incidentally was often negative. This was necessary 
because the raw material involved a variety of dates.
The base date for the whole work was 1968, because 
in 1970 the most recent figures for the dependent 
variables (Easter Communicants etc.) were those for 
1968.
The populations of the parishes were those given by 
the 1961 Census. For the wards the 1961 and 1971 
actual census populations were avilable. For the 1966 
sample census ward sheets, it is important to remember that 
the numbers therein are the numbers of people in the 
sample, which is 3.0% of the whole. Hence, hopefully, 
the total number of people in e.g. a given age group, 
is ten times the number in the sample.A For this
* See Figure A-3 (in pocket)
The standard error of the number in any cell in the 1966 Sample 
Census is approximately its square root. (Sample Census 1966;
Great Britain Summary Tables. General Explanatory Notes pp.vii-ix).
llilpteUULJ.ll X'il?
reason in practically all the computations and 
regression equations the working unit is ten people 
(i.e. one person in the sample census). The only 
exceptions are (a) Number of workers -actual numbers?
(b) "in certain tables the-unit- is population in 
thousands and (c) Easter communicants etc. - actual 
numbers.
Having decided on the basic method by which the 
census figures could be used/ it was then necessary 
to work out the detailed procedure. This was developed 
gradually, mostly by trial and error. As many of the 
methods used are, as far as the author knows, entirely 
new, they are described in full. This has been done 
in the hope that it will help other workers in this 
field. It is the working out of the precise details 
which takes (or wastes) so much time. In addition in 
a job of this size the danger of gross errors, 
especially in abstracting, are very great. The author, 
as a land surveyor, has, he hopes, an ‘awareness of 
the hazards of errors and their far-reaching effects 
(which has) led to a tradition of checking of calculations 
which probably has never been equalled, let alone 
surpassed by any other discipline* (Stoch, 52). Even 
so there is still a possibility of mistakes not having 
been spotted - see Yates (56) on the subject.
The work of collecting the raw material and the 
computing necessary to prepare the computer input was 
a very lengthy and complicated business. Consequently 
great care had to be taken that at no stage was the 
work held up by delays in collecting the raw material. 
Naturally the Church Commissioners and the Statistical 
Unit had to be given plenty of time to get the required 
maps or forms ready for use when the author visited 
them. So a critical path network was constructed.
Roy's (44) variation of the usual form of network 
was used. In this the nodes represent jobs or 
activities and not events. Sundry minor alterations 
were also made. Thus the jobs (nodes) are numbered 
instead of being given lower case letters - and the 
nodes fD* and 'F* (Debut and Fin) were omitted. Further 
the lengths of time required for the jobs were not 
showhy instead only the estimated starting and finishing 
dates of the jobs were written above and below each 
job. These were entered in pencil so that they could 
be amended as often as was necessary. As all the work 
had to be done by the author, there was no critical 
path; all that mattered was that there were no delays 
caused by lack of foresight.
Conveniently the network is naturally divided into 
two: jobs 1 to 20 and 20 to 39 (Job 20 is a dummy),
JLDX
The networks (Figures A-l and a«2) * show the pattern 
clearly, and include short summaries of each job.
The jobs are numbered in their logical order, although 
in some cases it was not their chronological order,
Thus jobs 13 and 14 were started before jobs 6 and 7 
"were completed.
The easiest way of understanding the whole work is 
to use the network. Notes amplifying and commenting 
on each job follow.
JOB 1
The first sample. The names of the parishes, the 
number of workers and the populations were taken from 
the London and Southwark Diocesan Directories (27 and 
50).; The sampling frame was as follows
1. Population between 2000 and 15,000 - to avoid very 
small and very large churches which were not relevant 
to this work,
2. The parish had only one church, because of the 
difficulty and uncertainty in apportioning the population 
and the workers between the churches in the parish.
3. (As far as possible) no 'prestige* churches, i.e. 
those whose congregations came very largely from 
outside the parish.
4. No Guild churches - often they have no services on 
Sunday.
* In pocket
jj t:uui j *.
5. No part-time workers; impossible to assess the 
amount of work they do.
6. The 'parish appeared to be inside the Greater 
London Council Area.
The number of parishes in this the provisional 
sample was 399. The statistics of the final sample 
are given at the end of this section.
JOBS 2 and 3
The biennial returns made by incumbents.for the 
Statistical Unit, Church House, Westminster contained 
(inter alia) the following information which was taken 
out for each parish.
i. Number of Easter and Christmas Communicants and 
Average Sunday Attendance.
ii. Whether the parish had had a stewardship campaign, 
and, for checking purposes,
iii.Nimber of.full-time workers.
iv. Had: no daughter church or mission chapel.
V, Was .not a vacant benefice,
A parish was removed from the-sample if
a. Conditions iv and v were not fulfilled (47 cases), 
or
b. No return had been sent in (43 cases).
Consequently the second sample (Job 3 - a dummy) 
contained 309 parishes. This task involved five 
visits to the unit.
JOBS "'4 and 13
(There is no Job 12 - it was removed at an early 
stage.)
Because the methods used to find the boundaries of 
the Southwark and London parishes were quite different, 
they were dealt with separately, at this stage there 
were 113 Southwark parishes and 196 in London. Because 
the Southwark work was easier it was done first.
JOB 5
The Diocese of Southwark had a copy of the London Atlas 
(26) in which the boundaries of most of the parishes 
had been drawn. It was intended to transfer these 
boundaries, by,eye, or with tracing paper and pantograph 
to the 1/25,000 sheets, which showed the ward boundaries
JOB 6
Quite early in Job 2, it was realised•that as Jobs 
3 and 4 were, in effect, dummies, this job - the 
purchasing of the Ordnance Survey maps, had to be 
completed when Job 5 was finished. At first it was 
thought that the parish boundaries could easily be 
transferred from the London Atlas to the maps. This in
fact was not the case so Jobs 7 and 8 were included 
in the -programme., •
It was about this time that the network was 
started. Provisionally, it was assumed that Job 5 
would be completed by the 15th June (the working unit 
for time was usually a fortnight). To be on the safe 
side, it was estimated that Job 6 might take two 
months. In fact from the first letter of enquiry to 
the Ordnance Survey to the collection of the maps 
from their local-agent was five weeks.
JOB 7
In many cases it was exceedingly difficult to locate 
the churches on the 1/25000 Ordnance Survey sheets. 
Part of one is shown in Figure A-3*; with all the 
detail in grey one can appreciate the difficulty of 
transferring the boundaries from the London Atlas to 
the 1/25000 sheets. In addition it was often not 
easy to find out which sheet showed the parish. So 
the National Grid co-ordinates of the South West 
corner of each page of the London Atlas were computed. 
Six points on pages 53, 59, 63 and 10, 57, 21 in the 
Atlas were chosen as being clearly identifiable on the 
1/25000 sheets. Hence, by scaling, their grid 
co-ordinates could foe found. The size of each Atlas
* In pocket
i' i  jy jys.
page* was then measured. In width they ranged from 
148.3 to 148.8 mm; the mean was 148.58 ram. In height 
the range was 217.4 to 217.8 mm. and the mean 217.66 ram. 
With this information it was a simple matter of 
arithmetic to compute the scale of the Atlas and the 
co-ordinates of the South West corner of each page.
(The corrections to the. co-ordinates for convergence 
and scale factor were so small that they could he 
ignored.)
The scales ;were. E - W .1/19620
■N - S' . 1/19550 
Or, for most cases, one can say 1/19600 each way.
The co-ordinates of the pages are given in Table A-l. 
Although of course the co-ordinates were computed to 
the nearest metre, they are only given to the nearest 
100 m. in the table. The maximum error which might 
result from this could be 50^2 ~ 77 ra. There is,
however, another source of error. In a street map the
streets often have to be enlarged so that the street 
name can foe inserted. In addition, main roads are 
emphasised by.being shown as much wider than they 
really are. Thus, in the London Atlas, Piccadilly is 
apparently 80 ra. wide; on the Ordnance Survey Sheet
it is about 30 m. wide - a difference of 2 mm. on the
* i.e. the size of-the plate on the page
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1/25000 sheets. Even so, in practice, the actual 
position of a church was seldom more than three or 
four millimetres from its computed co-ordinate position. 
An additional bonus from the co-ordinates was that 
one knew at once the sheet number.
JOB 8
This was a preliminary to marking the churches on the 
1/25000 sheets. With the aid of Table A-l one could 
find the co-ordinates of a church directly by scaling 
from the edge of the London Atlas to, the church.
This usually was done by using a 1/20,000 scaler in 
general this was sufficiently accurate. Otherwise a 
millimetre scale was used and multiplied by the scale; 
to this was added the Easting or Northing from the 
table. At this stage all the lists of parishes were 
still on A2 paper (double A4); this gave plenty of 
room to add the co-ordinates and also any other 
information or comments. Later parish cards were made 
for each parish (Job 22) and all the information 
entered oh them from., the lists.
JOB 9
It was now possible to draw the boundaries on the 
1/25,000 sheets. Generally this could be done by eye, 
direct from the Atlas* Where it was not safe to do
this, the boundaries in the Atlas were traced and 
transferred to the 1/25,000 sheets by pantograph.
The reduction factor was 1/1.2755 <i,e. 25,000/16,600). 
The boundaries of parish L24/20, later numbered 186, 
have been drawn on part of sheet TQ19 (Figure A-3)
This parish is used as an example .throughout.
JOBS 10 and 11
Tidying up. In some cases the boundaries were not 
shorn in the Atlas or were incomplete. This meant 
that they had to be obtained from the Church Commission1 
maps and transferred to the 1/25,000 sheests. This was 
done later - about the same time as Job 18, For a full 
description of the methods used, see Job 14. By the 
end of Job 11 the sample was reduced from 113 to 110 
parishes.
JOB 12 '
This was deleted as unnecessary.
* In pocket
JOB 13 (Dummy)
At this stage there were 196 parishes in the. sample. 
JOB 14 .
To get the: boundaries, of'the London parishes one had 
to rely entirely on the Church Commissioner * s maps 
which-are'official records. Before, going to them, 
where possible, the position of every 'church .in' the 
sample was marked on my copy of the London Atlas.
For this purpose the addresses in the London Diocesan 
Directory (27) vrere used.
The Church Commissioners (Ordnance Survey) maps 
could be divided-into three classes:.
1. Modern 1/1250 or 1/2500 National Grid maps.
2. Modern six-inch maps (i.e. those which had the 
National Grid lines on them).
3.■ Old six-inch maps.
ilhere the parishes were shown on class one maps..it • 
was easy. The boundaries were usually marked in the 
London Atlas. This was done because even if the map 
scale were 1/2500 (as opposed to 1/1250) a tracing 
would require a large sheet of paper - perhaps two 
feet square. Consequently tracing was only resorted 
to when absolutely necessary. However, in every case 
the co-ordinates of the church were obtained by scaling 
and recorded.
Appendix
The boundaries on class two maps were handled in 
the same way as those on class one maps.
The parishes on class three maps gave a lot of 
trouble; over half the 196 parishes were on them, 
mostly .in outer London. Many of the maps were from 
fifty to a hundred and twenty years old and very 
difficult to decipher. A hundred years ago many of 
these parishes were large agricultural ones with only 
a tiny cluster of houses surrounding the church. 
Ealing was a typical example. As those villages 
became towns and suburbs, numerous daughter parishes 
were carved out of the original one. The result is 
usually a maze of boundaries in different colours 
showing ail the alterations of the last fifty to a 
hundred years. In addition, many of these old maps 
had Been varnished. This has helped to preserve them, 
but it does not help when, for example, one is trying 
to differentiate between one boundary drawn in orange 
and another in a faded red.
Whenever it was safe to do so, the boundaries were 
transferred to the London Atlas. ‘When this was not 
possible (20 cases) the boundaries were traced and in 
addition the latitudes and longtitudes of the churches 
were determined by 'scaling.
JOB 15
As explained in Job 8, one needed the National Grid
co-ordinates of a church to locate it on the 1/25000 
sheets. These wore automatically avilable for all 
parishes on class one and class two maps (v. Job 14).
For most of those on class three.maps they could be 
found by using the London Atlas .and Table A-1. (See 
Job B), For. the remaining 20 cases the geographic 
position's were transformed into Transverse Mercator 
(National Grid) co-ordinates. ■ To the author this 
seemed, simpler than tailing out the old. Cassini 
(rectangular) co-ordinates from these old County sheets 
.and transforming them.
JOB 16
Transferring the boundaries to the 1/25000 sheets - as. 
in Job 9.
JOBS 17 and 18. " .
Tidying up - see Jobs 10 and 11.'
Pit the end of this the number of London parishes in the 
sample was reduced, from 196 to 189 - chiefly because 
tne ooun daries of :seven parishes could not be determined 
with certainty.
JOB 19
Working out layout of the parish and Borough cards.
These are described in Jobs 22 and 23.
JOB 20 :(Dummy)
The final sample of 299 parishes.
/-.ppencixX
JOBS 21, 22 and 23
These three jobs were done more or less simultaneously. 
Having got all the parish boundaries on the 1/25000 
sheets, it was now possible to start estimating the 
weights or quanta of the wards for each parish as 
described at the beginning of this section.
Quite frequently a single ward made a contribution 
to more than one parish. Therefore the ward figures 
and the* code numbers of the relevant parishes were■ 
entered on one set of cards ~ the Borough cards while 
figures etc, applicable to individual parishes would foe 
entered on a second set of cards - the Parish cards. 
Enlarged stylised versions of these cards are shown in 
Figures A-4 and A~5, together with headings, most of 
which do not appear: in the originals.
The cards were standard six by four inch ones. 
Looking back,, it" would have been better to use larger 
ones?- however these were adequate. As Use cl there were 
very few titles or descriptions - there was no room for 
them. Instead dummy cards were used to make sure that 
everything (mostly figures) was entered in its right 
place. Naturally the figures were only entered on the 
cards gradually? the details are given in the job 
comments that follow. One point in the parish card 
(Figure A-5) needs mentioning. Near the top, on the
FIGURE A-4 Enlarged copy of part of a Borough card
L (= Dio London) (Borough) H A R R O W
Wards and WARD POPULATIONS SEA Col Ind.
Parish Numbers
61 66 71 68 66 68 68
Belmont 24/20 np 1187 1151 1082 1123 627 20 19
Roxbourne 24/7 1306 1242 1247 1244 658 20 19
Roxeth 24/6 24/7 1524 1517 1466 1496 760 45 32
Stanmore North 24/20 1960 1957 1974 1964 1012 26 14
Stanmore South 24/20 np 1137 1170 1034 1114 652 27 14
FIGURE A~5 ENLARGED COPY OF PARISH CARDr WITH
ADDITIONAL EXPLANATORY HEADINGS
(A copy of the actual card is in 
pocket - Figure A-12)
Diocese 
Dy & Par.No.
L24/20
Map E.M.R. Final
Sheet No.
TQ 19 900 186
Borough
HARROW
Popn.or Nos.
4
Final Wards Col Ind
Order Wards
61 68 68 68 P61 ~^A43—
1 Stanmore N .5 1960 1964 26 14 P68 1423
3 Stanmore S .2 1137 1114 27 14 C68 23
2 Belmont .3 1187 1123 20 19 168 18
q W 1563.5 1541.7
k =2(q W61)//P61 = 1.0835 Pg8 = Z(q Wca)A = 142368’
Final W SEA qW
Order q 66 66 68
1 .5 1857 1012 982.0 m(l) _ W66S66k//q*W68 2i85*19
3 .2 1170 652 222.8 m(3) 3709.77
2 .3 1151 627
.
336.9 
1541.7 J
m(2) 2320.98
Stwdshp NS
EC 250
XC 286 No. of workers
ASA 200 3
j-ippenaix 165
right, is P61 1443 - that is the 1961 population of 
Parish originally numbered L 24/20 and later finally 
numbered 186. There is a line through to 1443. This 
figure was cancelled by drawing a pencil line through 
it, so as to prevent it being inadvertently entered on 
the computer input sheet instead of P.68.
Using the 1/25000 sheets {Figure A~3)* the areas of 
the parts of the wards inside the parish were either 
estimated, using a mask or measured by planimeter. In' 
every case due allowance was made for open spaces which 
were not included in the areas.
The mask (Figure A-6) * was drai/n on plastic and 
consisted of three circles and five radii. At 1/25000 
scale one kilometre is represented by 40 raiti. The radii 
of the circles are 40/\/2, 40 and 40^/2 mm. Hence each 
sector is of the same area and the working unit was one 
sector, i.e. one-tenth of the area of a circle of 1 km. 
radius. The area of the part of the ward inside the 
parish could usually be estimated by eye with the mask, 
giving the weights for wards 1, 2 and 3 as p^, p2 and 
pg (units). Hence the quantum for Ward 1 would be
~ p-j/ Up. Making 2q = 1 considerably simplified 
later computations.
At first the quanta were entered on the parish cards 
to two decimal places. After doing a few parishes it
* In pocket
became clear that there would be no significant loss 
of accuracy if, in the computations, the quanta were 
rounded off to one decimal only.
The sum of the weights (£p) had another use: to 
determine the Effective Mean.Radius-of the parish, A 
simple tattle was prepared giving the E.M.R. for areas 
ranging from one to fifteen units.
When the planimeter had to be used, the E.M.R, was 
computed from the sum of the actual areas,
JOB 24
For this wort the parish populations in 1968 were 
needed. The latest reliable figures were for 1961, 
These are given in Crockford (12) and were supplied by 
the Bureau of Population and Census derived from the . 
1961 Census,
The 1961 parish populations (P61 in Figure 10.5) 
were entered on the cards. When the 1968 values had 
been computed the 1961 figures were cancelled by a 
pencil line. This was to prevent the wrong figure 
being inadvertently used later. This may seem fussy, 
but it is only by careful attention to details like 
this that the chances of making mistakes - gross errors 
are reduced to a minimum,
JOB 25
The number of Easter and Christmas communicants•and 
Average Sunday Attendance (B.C., X.C. and A.S.A.) had 
already been obtained in Job 2, These were entered on
the parish card in the 3:ight hand column if the 
parish was a'non-stewardship one. Had it been a .• 
stewardship parish they would have appeared in the 
middle column and converted .to’non-stewardship 
values using Table 6-4 as explained in Section 6.
JOBS 26 and 27
It was now time to turn to the wards. The Intelligence 
Unit of the Greater’London Council (2 3) kindly 
supplied a list of the Ward Populations for 1961 and 
1966 and a list of ward, boundary changes . These v/enfc 
on to the Borough- Cards. ' Fortunately no wards used 
had had boundary changes between 1961 and 1966.
JOBS 28 and 29
The Census Office supplied the 1971 Ward Populations.
In the few. cases where a .boundary wa-s changed between 
1968 and 1971, the 1973. figures were not entered on 
the Borough Cards.
JOB 30
The 1963 ward populations --were computed by (exponential) 
interpolation using .the 1966 and 1971 figures and 
entered onethe Borough cards (Figure A.4). There 
there had been a boundary change after 1968, the 1968 
value was extrapolated'from the 1961 and 1966 figures.
JOB 31
Although labelled Job 31, work on the design of the 
abstracting sheet (Figures A7 and A8) started much 
earlier. Originally it was hoped that all the 
information required could go on these sheets and 
also that they could be used for the computer input - 
hence the heavy black boxes. This was soon found to 
be•impracticable and hence the creation of , the Parish 
and Borough Cards, In the end they were only used for 
tabulating the numbers in the various age and socio­
economic classes,
uOii 32
Prom the Borough cards a list of the wards involved 
was. made?"only the-wanted census sheets (319 of them) 
were borrowed. One sheet is reproduced in Figure A-9.*
JOB 33
Clearly the abstraction of figures from the Census 
sheets- had to be carefully arranged if there were to 
be no mistakes. Therefore a mask,-drawn on plastic, 
was made to facilitate the work. This was' better than 
using a ruler to ensure one kept on the right line.
The mask used exactly fitted the boundary lines of 
the Census sheet, h part of the mask, covering the
■tt.ppeilUJ-.X.
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age groups, is illustrated in Figure A-10.*
JOB 34
Using the Census sheets, the numbers of people." in 
each provisional age group {A to E in Figure A-7) 
were found by summing and entered in the column'with 
the arrow. Then the 10-14 and 15-19 groups were 
adjusted to give the numbers in the 10-16 and 17-19 
classes, as explained in Section 2, So the next 
column shows- the numbers in the 0-9, 10-16, 17-19,
20-39 and 40+ classes. Then these numbers, as. written 
down, were summed and checked against the total on 
the Census sheet. A similar procedure, except that 
there was no interpolation, was used for the ;
'Economically Active® classes.
JOB 35
The total 'number of economically.: active people was 
then entered for the ward on the Borough card? later 
this would be copied on the Parish card(s).
At the same time the 1966 number of * coloured 
people* was found and converted to 1968 values.by'using 
the 1966 and 196-3 ward populations which were already 
on the Borough card. The same vras done for * Indians® - 
see Chapter 7.
* In pocket
For convenience the definitions are repeated here,'
*Coloured* means the number of people who were 
born in ;the:following.groups of countries, namely* /
1. India, which includes Pakistan, Ceylon, Malaysia, 
Hong Kong and Singapore.
2. British Carib. means Commonwealth countries in 
the Caribbean.
3. Africa—  means Commonwealth countries only.
On the Borough and Parish cards ■•Coloured* is shortened 
to *Col„*. Similarly * Ind.* means group one only.
JOB 36
Each•of the 293 parish cards was taken out in turn 
and from the Borough card the following were entered 
on it, for each ward on the Parish card:
Kara Populations for 1961, 66, 63 and 71,
Total.number Economically Active 1966,
.number of *Coloured* people 1968 
.-.Humber of * Indians? 1968. .
JOB 37
All the relevant material having been collected it 
was now possible to compute the coefficients for the 
matrices (ra on the parish cards).
As stated at the beginning of this chapter the 
base date was 1968. Further the working unit of 
population was ten people. (In the 1966 10% Sample
Appendix 173
Census Sheets one person there represents ten 
people.)
The first stage was to compute the 1968 population 
of the parish. ' Let ^X ' 61' ^2 61 an<^  W.3: -be'the. 
ward populations in 1961 and. their. quanta be q^9 • q2 
and (: 2g ~ 1.0) , and h^ -'-gg etc. the population in 
1968. Let J?£.v and denote the Parish,, populations 
in 1961 and 1968. Them,
P68 “ PG1 ^ qW6lO *
For convenience let 3c = £(qW^^)/P^^.
Then the contribution of Ivard 1 to is
• 60
crn .T- >^/k and'similarlv. for wards 2 and 3? the result“1 . J.. 6 0
being entered on the parish card., ?\.s mentioned before, 
the P1961 was. cancelled by a pencil line at this 
point.
As the Census sheets refer to 1966, one had to 
assume that the relative proportions of the .five age , 
and tlireo social groups in 1968 were the snms as 
those in 1966. This of.course is not strictly the 
case, but the errors .introduced by this assumption 
should not, except in very special cases, be 
important.
Let the (1966) number of people in the five, age 
groups in Lard 1 be o <■ ax 3# D-\ A anG Gi 5*
/■vppenaix x
Then by definition, ~ ^  55 and similarly
for wards 2 and 3, Now let the number (again for 
1SG6) of people in (rav) social classes 1, 2 and 3 
in Ward 1 be s, ,, s, 9 and s, . Here Zs - S,,
da 0 «*>• «L» 0 £* 0 ,Jl
which is not equal to
Hence the number of people, in 1968 in age group 
one and social class one in Ward 1, will be
v,1.58 v**l*l ~ ”1.1"  '"1..66 ^ "1.66
But the total contribution of Ward 1 to the population 
of the parish in 1968 (P^ g) is, as was shown earlier, 
q_l x gg/k. Hence the number of people in Ward 1 
in age group one in the parish in 1968 is
ql*W1.63 (aI.I x Sl . p / (W1.66 S1.6S)k or
x sl.l) where V w1.66>k''S1*lfi.60*
As the divisor m could be anything from about 
400 to 20,000 it was simpler to use this rather than 
multiply by a very small number which would have to 
be given to eight or ten decimal places with the 
consequent risk of miscounting the number of noughts 
after the decimal point.
From the above equation it follows that in a three 
ward parish the total number of people in the parish 
in 1968, in age group one and social group one, would 
be:
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(a n ~ - j) / '-• e 1 " (Up 2s.' ^2 ) /^"•') ’"*" ( a -j X S -j «j ) /itl1.1 - ,Ji.r 3.1 ~ ~3.1J
As there were fifteen socio-age groups in each parishf 
it was considered simrjler to divide these fifteen 
into three classes of five? each class dealing with 
one social class only. This meant the matrices were 
much simpler? there would be one age matrix and three 
social class matrices. Thus the first five socio-age 
values (all for social class one) are given by the 
following:
^  .
"*i. J- a  1 
V  *■' *  :
a3.1
a2.2 i a3.2 S -7 /ifl * l 
X  % X
a l , 3 ' a2.3 '
; 1
a 3. 3 *zr■ i\ s 2 > i / m .2
a1.4 a2.4 a 3 . 4 3  3 / m  f 3
a. r- 
X  . o
a ^  j- . a „  r
•3. h
^1r ^ 29^ 3r 9^ 5
or
J c; v  V i . r y  y
3* K 4*
Similarly for the numbers in social classes 2 and 3, 
Thus;
r- °  V  V  ■>' V*» - o "'*rzf -l7f ■vn t -^ of ■'*"
See Table A.2
TIxBLE Me 2 The names of the socio-age independent 
variables used in the models.i n    ml —-in n >WqWH<M»Trt*HmFi<l«Blf *■' lWW>
;
Age
Groups
.
tocral Class 
X 2 3
.
0-9 y y \**1 6 AI1
10—16 X2 X7 X12
17-19 X3 x8 x13
20-39
■
V V* -  ^*
4 9 A14.
40- \r y yA5 *10 15
Jill Acres !:■
y y y 
20 21 ‘*20
i
As mill be explained laterr in some models age was 
ignored and cognisance taken only of the three social 
classes. Hence the appearance of Xpo* X21 an<3 X22*
JQd Jo
nr each ward, the numbers in each age andIn Job 3 4g
social class group In .the wards wore .entered on the 
abstracting sheets- (see Figure A2). At that time the 
code numbers of the parishes - in this case L 24/20 - 
had not yet been entered.
Using the Borough cards (Figure A4) each parish 
was allotted a ward and hence an abstracting sheet.
£> j .?p C 11 <XX ii.
Thus parish 124/6 was allotted the sheet for Eoxeth
ward and sc its number was underlined, and its number
.entered on the sheet. Similarly parish 1 24/20 was
allotted to ■ the. Stanmore - North sheet and its number
entered, on the sheet. As there were no other parishes
involving the other two wards (Belmont and Stanmore
South), these were marked np because, -no parish was
allotted to them. The numbers in each age and social
'class for these two wards were then copied on to the
ward sheet for L24/20 - see Figure A8, Thus one had
for each parish all the terms from a, n to c and1.1 o.5
also from s^ i tc s3 3 on 0130 sheet• The parishes were. 
then given their final numberss for 1*24/20 it was 186.
JOB 39
It was'not, at last, possible to compile'; the computer 
input. A reproduction of part of sheet number 21 is 
given in Figure A-ll which includes parish L24/20, now 
numbered 185. The?symbols on the left do not appear 
in the original; they are shown here to make it . 
easier to follow.
The nurober in each age and social class were taken 
fromiathe abstracting sheet (Figure A—8). The 
coefficients m^, and were taken from the parish 
card (Figure A5) as were the following variables.
computer input
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XI6 Ho*of full tins •.’workers (actual number
X17 "No.of Coloured people (unit of 10 people)
XI8 No.of Indians (unit of 10 people)
XI9' 1966 Population of parish (in thousands)
Y1 Easter Communicants (actual number) •
Y2 . Christmas Communicants (actual number)
Y3 'Average - Sunday Attendance (actual number.
To help the punch card operator, any number involving 
a decimal point was entered in red* in Figure A-11 
this is denoted by underlining.
As a matter of interest, it should be noted that 
Parish 184 covered parts of only two wards. Hence 
the noughts where the entries for the'third ward- 
should be.
1CU
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The important figures are given in T<ibles A-3 and
A—4. As has.been.explained in Section 5# the main
sample was later reduced from 299 to O it .
Other details concerning the comp:elation of the
figures sxa:
No.of sheets allotted to specific' 
and wards ;
parishes
263
No. of sheets allotted to specific 
only
parishes
36
Total no.of parishes 299
0•0Y~~? sheets not allotted a parishi 56
Total no.of wards 263. + 56 319
o•o Boroughs 27
No. of 1/25t000 Ordnance Survey sheets used 18
No. of pari she s invo 1 ving 1 ward. 137 120 1
. , i
No. of parishes involving 2 wards,* *■ t 1X9
f
103 ■ |
No. of parishes' involving 3 wards .■■43 28 !ii<Nitia»n> MiWi'Hiiwn inrni?
Total number of parishes 299 251 ]
i
Breakdowns of the 299 and 251 sampler are given in
Tables A3 and A A. This is done for ■;uo f./'Ul 1.2»:ion F num
of full-tirne workers and for stovr&rdrlli'O ;.ti non-
stev?ardship pari shei
TABLE A-3 Composition of original sample
Population ■
Group
(Thousands)
One
vforker
N/S Sfcw&sMp'
ivio or more
torkers
N/S Sfcwdship :
TOTALS
1 r'5 - 1 OO -*X - — 1
2.0-3.99 15
' 5 9 3 32
4.0 - 5.99 44 14 23 14 95
6.0 “ , 7.99 32 .10 : 24 16 82 '
p C; — <■> OO 14 r, ' 14 12 45
10.0 - 12.49 11 1 10 7 29
12.5 - 14.99 4 2. o 4" 15
Tot"Is 121 37 85 56 299
TABLE A-4 Composit ion, of revised sample
]?opulatiaix
Oraun
Crnonsm-ds}
(
M/S
lie
rriter
Stxv*ds.hip
Tv;o or more 
barkers
W/S ' 'Strv/dship TOTALS
1.5 - 1.99 1 — — 1
. yP *a* *»>. S 3 15 5 9 3 32
" -w.X'-v 43 ■ 13 23 15 94
6.0 - 7.99 ■ 31 9 24 16 80
8.0 - 9.S9 14 5 13 12 . 44
•X04 f.o. 46' 251
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First 
Sample 
(399)
TOTAL PERSONS IN PERSONS IN NO. OP PHIVAIt NO. OP 2 o C T ROOMS IN NO. OP
PERSONS PRIVATE H'HOLOS Non-Ptt. H'holds. HOUSEHOLDS FAMILIES DWELLINGS PRIVATE H'HOLOS CARS HARROW
1 9  5 7 1S26 131 5 6 9 5 2 2 596 3 3 3 3 529
age private households
1 MARRIED MARRIED 
MALES FEMALES | MALES FEMALES
OTHER
MALES
OTHER
FEMALES
NON-PRIVATE
HOUSEHOLDS
MALES FEMALES
TOTAL 1961 BASIS
1 ROOM
2 ROOMS
1 PERSON 2 PERSONS 3 PERSONS
5 0 1 
3 3 3
4 PERSONS
0-4 53 7 3 0 0 50 ,7 3 1 12h 3 ROOMS 15 22 6 4
5-9 56 67 0 0 56 67 2 1 126 4 ROOMS 26 48 18 5
10-14 65 73 G Q 6  6 73 5 3 140 5 ROOMS . 9 39 3b 3 2
15-19 86 105 1 1 65 164 1 15 2^( 6 ROOMS 2 37 32 46
20-24 54 72 15 33 35 29 U fc 145 7 ROOMS 0 9 21 20
25-29 44 4 b 3 3 34 11 6 c 6 V. 8-p ROOMS 0 4 c 1.1
30-34 40 47 36 3 6 4 11 3 4 S4 TOTAL 60 102 120 l i b
35-39
40-44
45
69
64
69
39
65
5 c
6 3
6
4
6
6
1
1
4
1
i 14
14 U
HOUSEHOLD
FACILITIES
ROOMS
(1961)
ROOMS
(1966)
KITCHENS
(1961)
KITCHENS
(1966)
45-49 63 fc4 62 7G 6 14 vu 7 1 63 SHARING 73 9 0 1 1 26
50-54 77 92 73 71 4 21 5 3 17 i NON-SHARING 3001 3 24o 324 565
55-59 66 64 62 54 4 10 4 4 13d TOTAL 3070 53 3o 33 5 5  8 9
60-64 47 49 44 ' c 2V 14 4 4 1 04
z
o 2PERHH0L0S PIAHHOIOS 4 PER H HOLDS
65-69 37 34 34 20 3 14 5 I 76
w-
m  HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD 162 120 117
70-74 1 2 30 1 1 11 1 19 1 2 45 2  CHILDREN 1 5 3 14?
75 4- 1 2 32 7 -2•/ 5 25 3 5 56
o
«  PARENTS j
O 3
TOTAL 831 995 482 485 345 506 63 66 1957
■ M
o  OTHER RELATIVES 154 173 19 3
15-59/64 596 637 430 420 166 217 47 48 1 32 b £ UNRELATED23 7 12 17
CHILDREN 0 1 2 3 4 5 5 -1 0 1 1 -1 5 T O T A L X  T0TAL 324 360 472
MALE
FEMALE
13
1 2
6
17
8
13
14
17
7
15
15
1 0
75
Si
75
80
2 00 
235
DWELLINGS
TOTAL HOUSEHOLDS SHARING pCR HOUSEHOLDS r t "
TOTAL 25 25 2 1 31 2 2 25 156 155 435 SINGLE 47 ° 46 2 L. 3 15'
BIRTHPLACE
COUNTY 5/3
FEMALE
642
TOTAL
1215
GARAGIMGgaraGE IN
CURTILAGE
GARAGEO PARKED IN 
ELSEWHERE CURTILAGE
PARKED 
IN ROAD OTHER
P.B FLATS 
WITH NON-RES.
1J6
b
94
7
2
u
OTHER E.W. 2 2 2 271 493 1ST CAR 276 22 2 6 63 1 CONV FLATS 5 6 £ •
SCOTLAND 2 2 27 49 2ND CAR 52 5 42 23 J TOT INC. CRVNS. 5 >6 560 2 5 1 j
IRELANO 
TOT.BR. IS.
15
332
2 1
362
36
1794
CARS ONE
CAR
TWO
CARS
OVER 
TWO CARS
TOTAL NO 
WITH CARS CAR
OCCUPATION CLERICAL TRANSPORT SALES SERVICE
INDIA. PAK. 10 4 14 HOUSEHOLDS 266 1C6 16 3 8 6 181 MALE TOTAL 44 42 95 35
BR. CARIB. 1 6 7 PERSONS 6 66 403 69 1336 48b § PART-TIME 23 i) 17 14
AFRICA^ 1 4 c OCCUPANCY,.pto 3-PER 4-PER S-PER 6 + PER ^ 1 TOTAL 65 2 34 35
CYP.. MALTA 
OTH. C'WLTH
2
b 4
2
1 2
OVER 1.5 
P.P.R.
1961 BASIS
H'HOLOS
C
H'HOLOS H'HOLDS 
1 0
H'HOLOS H'HOLOS 
1 2
* S  PART-TIMEZ
5  TOTAL
5
69
0
3
u
4
4
35
OTHER 39 81 1 2 0 1966 BASIS c c c C 1 ALL PERSONS 17b 47 133 105
M
z° 15-S9/64 60/65 + TOTAL HOURS WORKED FULL-TIME 9-30 8 OR LESS TOTAL EOUCATION HOUSEHOLD
° o£ x  MALES 1 2 46 15 MALES 665 5 2 612 OUAUFIED UNOUAUFIEO TOTAL z  SHARERS
2 "
FEMALES 14 31 45 MARRIED FEMALES 123 62 1C 195 males 127 469 596 "  NON-SHARERS
• x  TOTAL 26 34 60 OTHER FEMALES 171 9 2 1S2 - m a r r i e d  24 181) 204 OCCUPIEO SPACES
BOTH
UNDER
60/65
ONE 
60/65 +
BOTH
6 0 /6 5 +
TOTAL FEMALES 
TOTAL
294
695
71
76
1 2
14
377
989
|  other 3 2 133 165 
total 183 782 965
VACANT SPACES 
TOTAL SPACES
m 2  H'HOLOS ec £
£S g  MALES 
N O
X  FEMALES
TOTAL
96 
9 1 
1 0  i
19 2
31
2 2
40
w  c l
35
33
37
7G
SHARERS
HOUSEHOLDS
PERSONS
1/2PERS
H'HOLOS
15
23
3+PERS
H’HOLOS
1 0
41
ECONOMIC
ACTIVITY
15-24
MALES
112
IN EMPLOYMENT
MARRIED FEMALES OTHER FEMALES 
PART-TIME OTHER PART-TIME OTHER
2 11 1 92
M IIH
2
OTHER
FI
MARRIED
0
PERSONS NON-SHARING SHARING | TOTAL 25-34 95 7 16 0 22 i 2
PER ROOM
OVER 1.50
H'HOLOS
2
PERSONS
17
H'HOLOS
2
PERSONS | 
8
H'HOLOS
4
PERSONS
25
35-44
45-59/64
113
269
24
39
26
60
0
3
14
41
l
3
0
1
1.01-1.50 24 145 5 2C 29 165 60/65 + 26 6 10 7 2 1 0
CO
<3 1.00 38 163 5 13 43 176 TOTAL 615 78 123 11 171 8 3
_  0 75-0.99
CO
“  0 50-0.74
75
233
314
790
1
9
4
16
76
242
318
8C6 S.I.C.. MANUFACTURE CONSTRUCTION
UTILITIES
TRANSPORT DISTRIBUTION
FINANCES MISCELLANEOUS PUBLIC 
PROF. SERVICES SERVICES ADMINISTRA1
UNDER 0.50 172 333 3 3 175 336 1p  MALE 180
73
37 55 91 91 65
50
78
37OVER 1.50 I 10 0 0 1 10 i>  FEMALE 6 18 36 70
1.01-1.50 12 81 4 n 16 98 I^ M A IE 0 0 1 1 4 4 0
<  1.00 21 109 5 15 26 124 FEMALE 22 1 4 26 19 16 1
CO
“ > 0 75-0.99 69 314 2 10 71 324 |  MALE 180 37 56 92 95 69 78
cn
0.50-0.74 
UNDER 0.50
243
198
841
407
8
6
15
7
2 51 
2C4
€56
414
|  FEMALE 
3  TOTAL
95
275
7
44
22
78
62
154
89
184
66
135
38
116
FIGURE A-9 Copy of 1966 Sample Census Sheet for Stanmore Ndrth Ward
